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STATE OF 
RHODE ISLAND 
L E T T E R O F T R A N S M I T T A L 
J o h n H . B a r r e t t e 
S t a t e C o u r t A d m i n i s t r a t o r 
Pursuant to G.L. 1956 ( 1 9 9 7 Reenactment) § 8-1 5 -7 , it is with great satisfaction that I submit the 2001 Report on the Rhode 
Island Judiciary. 
Although the events of September 11th have deeply saddened and profoundly touched the lives of all Americans, the Rhode 
Island Judiciary continues to play its vital independent role in our democracy. 
As can be seen from the many accomplishments referenced in this Annual Report , the Rhode Island Judiciary continues to 
make noteworthy progress as our courts become more secure yet open, accessible, and user friendly. I trust that you will find the 
Annual Report of the Rhode Island Judiciary informative and useful. 
Respectfully submitted, 
John H. Barrette 
State Court Administrator 
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State of Rhode Island 
T O T H E H O N O R A B L E 
M E M B E R S O F T H E 
G E N E R A L A s S E M B L Y 
April 2001 
To the Honorable Members of the General Assembly: 
It is with great pride and pleasure that I submit to you, the Report on the Rhode Island Judiciary for the Year 2001 . When 
you honored me with your confirmation last year, I made a commitment to create a legacy of swift and certain justice for all the 
citizens of Rhode Island while making our courts more secure yet open, accessible, and user-friendly. Today, after just more than 
one year in office, we are making significant strides in these efforts, having accomplished much with the resources at hand. 
As you peruse this report, you will find that our judiciary is working more effectively and intelligently than ever before, 
undertaking great challenges of innovation and efficiency - in effect doing more and more with proportionately less and less. But 
we remain in dire need of adequate financing, additional personnel, modern technology, and improved infrastructure and facilities 
to fulfill our mission. 
F r a n k J . W i l l i a m s 
C h i e f J u s t i c e In 2001 , the Rhode Island Judiciary disposed of 2 0 7 , 4 7 7 cases. Consider this extraordinary workload for just a moment: 
that is more than one case for every five citizens of our state. Broken down even further, the disposition number equates to near-
ly 8 0 0 cases each day! And all this on just 1 . 3 % of the state budget! Our administration has also adopted a philosophy of fiscal constraint, reorganizing our available 
resources and stall and eliminating any unnecessary expenditures such as significantly reducing the number of temporary employees and holding each court to their 
enacted budget. 
Despite our limited resources, the Rhode Island Judiciary has accomplished much. In the last twelve months, my administration, in concert with the other 
courts that comprise Rhode Island's Unified Court System, has achieved the following: 
Created or revitalized a total o f ten task forces on issues such as Affordable Legal Services, Alternative Dispute Resolution, and User-Friendly Services; 
Established information kiosks at all our courthouses to ensure that court patrons are provided with personal attention and information when they have business 
with the judiciary; 
Conducted a detailed security survey through the donated services of the United States Marshals Service, where many of their recommendations have already 
been implemented; 
Initiated public education and outreach programs, including a Judicial Speakers Bureau and a live, quarterly television program created with Channel 36 entitled 
Justice Matters; 
Established online access to the Judiciary's adult criminal database through Court Connect and initiated other enhancements to the court's website that will one day 
allow the courts to offer court calendars, electronic claim and case filing, as well as other essential services via the Internet; 
Diverted scarce resources to begin the transition from the court's civil case management system from the outdated WANG technology to a more modern operating 
system; 
Established the first statewide Judicial Conference in more than a decade, bringing together all of our judges, magistrates, and court administrators to discuss issues 
that will help our Judiciary address the challenges of the twenty-first century ranging from security and technology to civility and accountability; 
ii 
Conducted "walkabouts" throughout our judicial system which found that many of our court facilities have simply outlived their ability to serve the needs of the 
thousands of citizens we serve each day; 
Completed needed renovations at the over-used Garrahy Judicial Complex in Providence; 
Entered planning and design phases for the new Kent County Courthouse, which, thanks to the support of the Governor and the General Assembly, should be open 
for business in the year 2 0 0 4 ; and 
Begun consideration and planning for a badly needed new Traffic Tribunal facility as well as short term options to address overcrowding issues at the Garrahy 
Complex in Providence. 
Other courts throughout the Rhode Island Judiciary have been no less busy, addressing their demanding caseloads while also engaging in strategic innovations 
such as the following: 
The Superior Court's new Business Calendar, which is designed to quickly and efficiently address matters affecting the economy and people's livelihoods; 
Continued expansion of the Family Court's successful Truancy and Drug Courts; 
User-friendly jury service, utilizing a Two-Day, One-Trial approach in our state's busiest trial courts; 
Continued use of mental health and substance abuse calendars in our District and Superior Courts to ensure that individuals receive needed treatment to break 
the cycle of recidivism; and 
Development and implementation of the Pretrial Services Unit in the District Court . 
As you can see, our Judiciary has been working diligently to offer innovations and improve the way the courts do business. We are working with limited 
resources to replace outdated technology, addressing the immediate jurisprudential responsibilities while also striving to reach out to schools, civic groups, profes-
sional organizations, the media, and the public to promote important missions, goals, and accomplishments of the courts. 
We in the Judiciary have important jobs to do and vital roles to play. The services we provide affect so many lives yet do cost money. I am hopeful that with 
the patience, understanding, and support of the Governor, General Assembly, and all the citizens of our state we can continue our work to make the Rhode Island 
Judiciary the finest in the nation. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Frank J. Williams 
Chief Justice 
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State of Rhode Island 
COURT STRUCTURE 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF 
STATE COURTS 
State Court Administrator 
Finance and Budget 
Employee Relations 
Law Library 
Judicial Technology Center 
Facilities and Operations 
Judicial Records Center 
Domestic Violence Training and 
Monitoring Unit 
Rhode Island State Fugitive Task Force 
Mandatory Continuing Legal 
Education 
Public Information Office 
Law Clerk Department 
S U P R E M E C O U R T 
W r i t o f 
Cer t iorar i 
W O R K E R S ' 
COMPENSATION C O U R T 
10 Judges - 42 Staff 
Appellate Division 
All Controversies Regarding 
Workers' Compensation Claims 
5 Justices - 140 Staff -
Including the Administrative Office of 
State Courts and Courtwide Support 
Appeals 
Appeals 
S U P E R I O R C O U R T 
22 Justices - 4 Magistrates 
131 Staff 
Criminal : All Felonies 
Civil: Over $5 ,000 
Appeals 
D I S T R I C T C O U R T F A M I L Y C O U R T 
13 Judges - 2 Magistrates 
72 Staff 
Criminal 
Civil: Under $10,000 
Appeals 
2 Justices - 6 Magistrates 
157 Staff 
Juvenile 
Adult 
Domest ic Relations 
T R A F F I C T R I B U N A L 
4 Judges - 3 Magistrates 
76 Staff 
Appellate Division 
All Non-Criminal Matters 
Regarding Traffic Cases 
Highlights at a Glance 
1 
2001 COURT FACTS AT A GLANCE 
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE TRAINING AND MONITORING UNIT I 
JUDGES 
67 Judges 
15 Magistrates 
(26 Female) 
(3 Minority) 
2001 CASELOAD YEAR I 
Hearings/Fil ings Disposed 
226,522 207,477 
Rhode Island has the best domest ic violence arrest data in the c o u n t r y . . . . " 
Andy Klein, National Bulletin on Domestic Violence Prevention 
Vol. 7, No. 12, December 2001 
I EMPLOYEES I 
707 
Full Time 
Equivalent (FTE) 
Positions 
I FACILITIES 
6 Courthouses 
71 C o u r t r o o m s 
2001 COLLECTIONS 
Civil 
Cr iminal / 
J u v e n i l e / 
F i n e s / F e e s / C o s t s 
$ 19,800.00 $ 
Family Cour t $ 575,090.00 
District Cour t $ 1,364,349.88 $ 5,774,301.87 
Workers' Compensation Court $ 180,575.00 $ 
Traffic Tribunal $ $ 9,535,436.18 
Subtotals $ 3,244,043.23 $ 17,542,038.75 
TOTAL REVENUE GENERATED $20,786,081.98 
BUDGET FISCAL YEAR 2002 
ENACTED $ 68,659,094 $ 58,649,418 
(all funds) (general revenue) 
Supreme Cour t $ 22,199,298 $ 20,797,843 Defense of Indigent Persons 
s $ 1,550,000 $ 1,550,000 Justice Link program 
$ 1,582,340 $ 1,582,340 
Superior Court $ 14,673,241 $ 14,673,241 
Family Cour t $ 12,730,398 $ 10,817,657 
District C o u r t $ 7,186,177 $ 6,865,889 
Workers ' Compensat ion Cour t $ 4 ,792,852 
( res t r i c ted) 
$ 
Traff ic Tr ibuna l $ 5,494,788 $ 5,494,788 
Total Arrest and Surrenders from 5 / 0 1 - 1 2 / 0 1 : N 
FTF Arrests from 5 / 0 1 - 1 2 / 0 1 : 
Surrenders t o FTF from 5 / 0 1 - 1 2 / 0 1 : 130 
Surrenders t o Cour t from 5 / 0 1 - 1 2 / 0 1 : 101 
Total A m o u n t owed t o unified Court 
System from FTF Arrests and S u r r e n d e r $557,060 
Cost and Restitution Cases from 5 / 0 1 - 1 2 / 0 1 : 1,355 
Criminal cases received from 5 / 0 1 - 1 2 / 0 1 : 266 
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State of Rhode Island Court Overview 
S U P R E M E C O U R T 
Cases Docketed 
vs. 
Cases Disposed 
D o c k e t e d • D i s p o s e d 
The Supreme Court con-
sists of a Chief Justice and four 
(4) justices. In selecting justices 
o f the Supreme C o u r t , the 
Judicial Nominating Commission 
publicly submits three (3 ) to five 
(5) names to the Governor. The 
Governor appoints the justice 
from the names received, and the 
appointee must receive the advice 
and consent of both the Senate 
and the House of Representatives. 
As the cour t of last 
resort, the Supreme Court is the 
final interpreter of state law. The 
Supreme Court has final appellate 
jurisdiction over questions of law 
and equity, supervisory powers 
over other state courts, and gen-
eral advisory responsibility to the 
legislative and the executive 
branches of state government 
concerning the constitutionality 
of legislation. Regulating admis-
sion to the Rhode Island Bar and 
disciplining its members are also 
responsibilities of this court . 
The Supreme Court gen-
erally sits en banc (with all five 
members together) for the first 
full week of every month, except 
for the summer months, to hear 
oral arguments. During oral 
argument week, the court hears 
the cases that are scheduled for 
each day, one after the other. 
In full cases (also known 
as plenary cases) each side has 
thirty (30 ) minutes to verbally 
argue its position. The side that 
prevailed in the lower court is 
referred to as the appellee. The 
side challenging the lower court 
decision, known as the appellant, 
presents its oral argument first. 
The appellant may reserve ten 
( 1 0 ) minutes for rebuttal . 
Motions, which generally involve 
fewer legal issues than plenary 
cases, are argued by each side for 
ten (10 ) minutes, and the appel-
lant does not have an opportunity 
to rebut. 
O n c e oral arguments 
have concluded, the justices begin 
the tasks of deciding the cases that 
they have heard and writing opin-
ions. This process usually takes 
four to six weeks. Intensive 
research, and, frequently, lengthy 
discussion precedes the opinion 
writing process. 
Between oral arguments 
and the rendering of opinions, 
the justices meet in private con-
ferences closed even to their 
staffs, to discuss the cases and 
take preliminary votes on the 
outcome. Cases are discussed by 
each justice. One justice is ran-
domly assigned to write the opin-
ion. If the proposed author is in 
the minority, a justice from the 
majority will be assigned to write 
the majority opinion. T h e dis-
senting just ice or just ices may 
then draft dissenting and/or con-
curring opinions. Draft opinions 
are circulated privately among 
the justices, and revisions are 
made until the justices agree 
upon final drafts. 
Decisions of the court are 
made public when the court files 
them with the Clerk's Office of the 
Supreme Court . The Clerk's 
Off ice then shares copies of the 
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(Supreme Court Overview continued) 
decision to the attorneys in the case and makes copies 
available to the public. 
In addition to the jurisprudential responsi-
bilities, the Chief Justice also serves as the executive 
head o f the judicial system and has authority over the 
judicial budget. The Chief Justice appoints a State 
Court Administrator and staff to handle budgetary 
and administrative tasks. T h e unified cour t system 
consists o f six state-funded courts which also have 
their own chief judge and administrator to handle 
internal court management. 
T h e Administrative Off ice o f State Courts 
oversees all personnel matters , fiscal concerns , and 
purchasing functions for the entire state court sys-
tem. T h e office also performs a wide range of man-
agerial tasks, including the development and opera-
tion o f automated information systems for all courts ; 
long range planning; the collect ion, analysis, and 
reporting of information on court caseloads and 
operations; the development and implementation o f 
management improvement pro jec ts in specified 
areas; and the supervision o f facilities. 
T h e following departments fall under the 
direct ion o f the Administrative Of f i ce o f State 
S U P E R I O R C O U R T 
C o u r t s : Facilities and Opera t ions ; Employee 
Relations; Judicial Planning; Finance and Budget; 
Rhode Island Judicial Technology' Center ; Judicial 
Records Center ; Rhode Island State Fugitive Task 
Force; General Counsel; Public Information Off ice ; 
Disciplinary Counse l ; Law Library; Law Clerk 
Department ; Clerk's Off ice ; Appellate Screening; 
Off ice o f the Administrative Assistant to the Chief 
Justice; Education Off ice ; and Domest ic Violence 
and Training Monitoring Unit . Many of the forego-
ing departments service not only the Supreme Court 
but the entire Rhode Island Judiciary. 
The Superior Court is the 
trial court of general jurisdiction. 
This court has original jurisdiction 
over all civil actions at law involving 
title or interest in real estate, 
except landlord/tenant actions, 
equity proceedings, and all other 
civil matters involving claims in 
excess o f $ 1 0 , 0 0 0 . The court 
retains its equity jurisdiction even 
during arbitration, notwithstanding 
agreements providing otherwise. 
When the Superior Court 's equity 
jurisdiction is invoked, the court 
has jurisdiction over all other 
actions, including legal claims, aris-
ing out o f the same transaction or 
occurrence pursuant to applicable 
rules. In all other actions at law, 
whenever the claim is greater than 
$ 5 , 0 0 0 and does not exceed 
$ 1 0 , 0 0 0 , the Superior Court has 
concurrent jurisdiction with the 
District Court . 
Wi th the Probate C o u r t , 
the Superior Cour t shares juris-
diction with respect to replacing, 
removing, or filling the vacancy 
o f a trustee under a trust estab-
lished by will or with respect to 
tax minimization or estate plan-
ning. T h e Superior Court also has 
concurrent jurisdiction with the 
Probate Court over the change of 
names o f persons 18 years or 
older who have been convicted of 
a misdemeanor or felony. 
With respect to criminal 
matters, the Superior Court has 
original jurisdiction for all crimes 
and offenses, both felonies and 
misdemeanors, except as other-
wise provided by law. As a conse-
quence, all indictments by grand 
juries and informations charged by 
the Department o f the Attorney 
General are returned to this court . 
T h e Superior C o u r t also 
hears appeals from decisions of 
local Probate and Municipal 
Courts . In addition, criminal 
and civil cases tried in the District 
C o u r t , except as specifically pro-
vided by statute, are also brought 
to the Superior C o u r t on appeal 
for a trial de novo. O t h e r types o f 
appeals and statutory proceed-
ings, such as redevelopment , land 
c o n d e m n a t i o n , zoning appeals, 
administrat ive appeals , and 
e n f o r c e m e n t o f arb i t ra tor ' s 
awards, also fall under the juris-
diction o f the Superior C o u r t . 
Finally, the S u p e r i o r 
C o u r t shares concurrent jurisdic-
tion with the Supreme C o u r t 
over writs o f habeas corpus and 
mandamus and certain other pre-
rogative writs . Appeals from the 
Superior C o u r t arc heard by the 
Supreme C o u r t . 
Superior Court 
Total Filings 
1 5,000 
12,500 
10,000 
7,500 
5,000 
2,500 
0 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
2001 Report on the Judiciary 
State of Rhode Island 
F A M I L Y C O U R T 
25,000 
20,000 
15,000 
10,000 
5,000 
0 
Family Court 
Total Filings 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
Created t o focus atten-
t ion on and address p r o b l e m s 
involving families and chi ldren, 
the Family Cour t ' s goals are to 
assist, protec t , and if possible, 
restore families whose well being 
or unity is threatened. T h e cour t 
also ensures that children within 
its jurisdiction receive the care, 
guidance, and contro l conducive 
to their best interests and wel-
fare. If children are removed 
from their parents, the c o u r t also 
seeks to provide them with the 
equivalent o f high qual i ty 
parental care . 
T h e Family C o u r t has 
jurisdiction to hear all petit ions 
for divorce and any mot ions in 
c o n j u n c t i o n with divorce pro-
ceedings, such as property distri-
bution, alimony, child support , 
and child custody. It also hears 
pet i t ions for separate m a i n t e -
nance and complaints regarding 
support for parents and children. 
Matters relating to delin-
quent , wayward, dependent , neg-
l e c t e d , abused, mental ly defi-
c ient , or disordered children are 
under the jur i sd ic t ion o f the 
Family C o u r t . This cour t also 
hears and determines all petitions 
for guardianship o f any child who 
has been placed in the care, cus-
tody, and c o n t r o l o f the 
FAMILY COURT DOMESTIC PROCESS 
(Complaint) 
Nominal Track 
( uncontested) 
77 days 
(11 weeks) 
Nominal 
Hearing 
28 days 
1 
I Nominal if \ 
\ settled. / 
Nominal Case Heard; 
Judgment Entered 
D e p a r t m e n t for Children, Youth, 
and Families. It also has jurisdic-
tion over adoptions, child mar-
riages, paternity proceedings, and 
other matters involving domest ic 
relations and juveniles. 
T h e Family C o u r t hears 
all matters relating to the regula-
tion o f childcare providers and 
child placing agencies. It also 
coord ina tes s ta tewide juveni le 
hearing boards and teen courts 
that handle noncriminal juvenile 
matters . Appeals from Family 
Cour t decisions are taken direct-
ly to the Supreme Cour t . 
Contested Track 
105 days 
(1 5 weeks) 
^ Case Management 
Conference 
(Conference statement due seven 
^ days before conference.) 
Closure Date 
42 days 
(6 weeks) 
J Nominal ij \ 
\ settled, j 
Pretrial 
(Pretrial statement due seven days 
prior to pretrial.) 
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Trial 
3 weeks 
D I S T R I C T C O U R T 
The jurisdiction of the 
District Court includes small 
claims, violations of municipal 
ordinances and regulations, and 
misdemeanors when the right to a 
jury trial in the first instance has 
been waived. If a defendant 
invokes the right to a jury trial, the 
case is transferred to the Superior 
Court . Appeals from District 
Court decisions go to the Superior 
Court for a trial de novo. 
Violations and hearings 
on involuntary hospitalization 
under the mental-health, drug-
abuse, and alcoholism laws also 
fall under the District Court 's 
jurisdiction. The District Court 
hears appeals from and orders 
compliance with the subpoenas 
and rulings of the state tax 
administrator and several regula-
tory agencies and boards. Its 
jurisdiction includes all actions 
between landlords and tenants 
and all other actions for posses-
sion of premises and estates. 
The District Court also 
hears violations of state and local 
housing codes, except when a 
Municipal Court has been estab-
lished to handle these matters. 
Decisions in all these areas are 
subject to review by the Supreme 
Court only. 
DISTRICT COURT CRIMINAL PROCESS 
Arraignment 
The formal reading of charges against 
the defendant. The defendant is advised 
of his or her right to an attorney. The 
defendant can enter a plea of nolo con-
tendere or guilty at this phase. . 
Pretrial 
At a pretrial conference, the prosecu-
tion and defense compare the strength 
of their cases. A plea agreement may 
be arranged, the plea entered, and the 
defendant sentenced. If no plea agree-
ment is reached, the case goes to trial. 
There are about two weeks between 
the pretrial conference and trial. 
Trial 
If the defendant does not plead nolo 
contendere or guilty, the case goes to 
trial. At trial, it is the responsibility 
of the prosecution to prove that the 
defendant is guilty of the crime 
beyond a reasonable doubt. 
District Court 
Total Filings 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
Trial de Novo 
An appeal to Superior Court 
for a jury trial. 
2001 Report on the Judiciary Sentencing 6 
W o r k e r s ' 
Compensation Court 
Filings vs. Dispositions 
• Filings [ I Disposi t ions 
The workers' Compensation 
Commission was established in 
1954 and functioned independ-
ently until it was made a court 
within the unified court system in 
1991. The Workers' Compensation 
Court has jurisdiction over disputes 
between employees and employ-
ers in relation to compensation 
for occupational disabilities, the 
reasonableness o f medical and 
hospital bills, and the extent and 
duration of a disability. The court 
also retains jurisdiction over dis-
putes between an insurance carri-
er and an employer under a 
workers' compensation insurance 
contract. 
The workers' compensa-
tion statutes establish that 
employers assume the cost o f 
occupational disabilities without 
regard to fault. 
Six basic objectives under-
lie workers' compensation laws: 
^ To provide sure, prompt, and rea-
sonable income and medical ben-
efits to work-accident victims or 
income benefits to their depend-
ents, regardless of fault. 
To provide a single remedy and 
reduce court delays, costs, and 
work loads arising out of person-
al injury litigation. 
'?H To provide a fair wage replace-
ment system to injured workers in 
order to allow them to maintain 
both their income and dignity. 
To reduce needless legal expense 
by eliminating nonproductive, 
time consuming trials and 
appeals. 
To encourage maximum employer 
interest in safety and rehabilitation 
through an appropriate experi-
ence-rating mechanism. 
To promote frank study of the 
causes of accidents (rather than 
concealment of fault), thereby 
reducing the number of preventable 
accidents and consequent human 
suffering. 
Appeals from decisions 
of the Workers' Compensation 
Court are first heard by an appel-
late division within the court 
comprised of a three-judge panel 
utilizing three judges of the court 
other than the trial judge. This 
panel first determines if a basis 
for appeal exists by reviewing the 
transcript and the record of the 
case along with any briefs or 
memoranda of law submitted by 
the appellant. If a basis is found, 
the panel hears oral argument and 
enters a final decision. 
If either party is 
aggrieved by the decision of the 
appellate division, that party may 
file a petition for writ of certio-
rari with the Supreme Court . 
-7-
State of Rhode Island 
W O R K E R S ' C O M P E N S A T I O N C O U R T 
T R A F F I C T R I B U N A L 
The Traffic Tribunal suc-
ceeded the Administrative 
Adjudication Court under the 
Rhode Island Traffic Safety and 
Accountability Act of 1999, 
Chapter 8-8.2 of Title 8 of the 
General Laws. Although it is a sep-
arate entity, the Tribunal Tribunal is 
supervised by the Chief Judge of 
the District Court. 
Prior to 1975 all traffic 
offenses in Rhode Island, except 
parking, were criminal violations 
(misdemeanors or felonies) and 
were heard by the District Court. 
With the establishment of the 
Administrative Adjudication 
Division (AAD) under the 
Department of Transportation, 
most traffic offenses were 
decriminalized and placed under 
the jurisdiction of this quasi-judi-
cial body. Those that were not 
decriminalized are still handled 
by the District Court and include 
driving under the influence of alco-
hol or drugs, reckless driving, driv-
ing without a valid license, and leav-
ing the scene of an accident. 
In 1992 the Administrative 
Adjudication Court (AAC) was 
established to succeed the AAD. 
Operating under Tide 31, Chapter 
43, of the General Laws, the AAC 
was responsible for hearing most 
traffic cases, for distributing and 
controlling traffic summonses, for 
operating driver retraining schools, 
and for maintaining accurate driver 
accident and violation records. The 
AAC previously heard appeals from 
the Division of Motor Vehicles and 
the Municipal Courts. 
On the establishment of 
the new Traffic Tribunal, many 
changes occurred, both structural 
and procedural. The most perti-
nent changes are as follows: 
'M The administrative functions of 
Operator Control and Driver 
Retraining were returned to the 
Registry of Motor Vehicles. 
M A three-judge appeals panel con-
tinues to hear appeals within the 
Traffic Tribunal, but all appeals 
from decisions are now heard in the 
District Court. 
The Traffic Tribunal has the 
authority to enforce its own 
judgments. 
The Traffic Tribunal's new judi-
cial officers are magistrates. As 
present judges retire, they will be 
replaced by magistrates. 
New rules of procedure for the 
Traffic Tribunal were promulgat-
ed by the Chief Judge of the 
District Court and approved by 
the Supreme Court, effective 
March 31, 2000. 
Traffic Tribunal 
Filings vs. Dispositions 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
• Filings III Disposi t ions 
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2001 Court Highlights 
-SUPREME COURT 
"The Supreme Court 
'.Riding Circuit'is part of 
the Judiciary's ongoing 
effort to raise awareness 
and understanding of 
matters related to the 
third branch of government!' 
"In 2001, the Supreme 
Court sponsored the 
first statewide Judicial 
Conference in more 
than a decade." 
S U P R E M E C O U R T 
Eventful Year of Key Initiatives and 
Increased Filings 
In a departure from past trends, Supreme Court fil-
ings rose sharply in 2 0 0 1 . This was the result of an influx of 
pro hac vice motions following a court opinion requiring out 
of state attorneys to seek the court's permission to represent 
clients in state courts. Despite the spike in filings, the 
Supreme Court disposed of more appeals than were filed this 
year, as it has in all hut one of the past five years. 
Among the Supreme Court's many initiatives to 
improve the administration of the Judiciary were the follow-
ing efforts: 
"New programs were 
created to foster 
outreach and education 
about the mission and 
goals of the Judiciary." 
The creation of ten (10) new task forces, including the 
Alternative Dispute Resolution Task Force and the Task Force on 
Affordable Legal Services; 
The establishment of the first statewide Judicial Conference in 
more than a decade; 
The creation of new programs to foster outreach and education 
about the mission and goals of our Judiciary; 
Upgraded court technology and facilities to ensure that our 
courts are capable of addressing the needs oj Rhode Islanders in 
the Twenty-first Century; 
Established Internet access to public information contained in 
the Rhode Island Adult Criminal Database; 
Continued efforts with the Community College of Rhode Island 
to develop a curriculum that will provide adequate training for 
more translators in our courtrooms; and 
Re-established a conversational Spanish course to enable judges 
and magistrates to engage in basic dialogue with litigants to 
foster feelings of accommodation within the court setting. 
S u p r e m e C o u r t " R i d e s C i r c u i t " 
The Supreme Court traveled to Roger Williams 
University School of Law to allow students and the public an 
opportunity to see the appellate court process firsthand. The 
Supreme Court riding circuit is part of the Judiciary's ongo-
ing effort to raise awareness and understanding of matters 
related to the third branch of government. In the future, the 
court plans on holding oral arguments in other locations 
throughout the state as well. 
In the past, the courts and other bodies of govern-
ment often traveled from town to town, taking the people's 
business directly to the people. During the early days of our 
state's charter regime, sessions of the legislature and judiciary 
were rotated in a somewhat irregular circuit throughout the 
young colony. Newport served as the most frequent site 
while the courts and legislature would also meet in 
Providence, Warwick, Portsmouth, and Kingstown (which 
was not divided into North and South until 1723) . 
Chief Justice Frank J. Williams offered those gath-
ered a quick tutorial on the Supreme Court hearing process, 
explaining actions leading up to and following the day's oral 
arguments in which attorneys discuss the facts and points of 
law involved in the appeal on behalf of their clients. Chief 
Justice Williams also explained how the justices go about the 
task of deciding cases that they have heard. During the 
course of the proceedings at the law school, the Supreme 
Court heard four motions and one plenary, or full, case. 
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S e c u r i t y 
Drastic improvements in courthouse security were 
implemented in 2 0 0 1 . Even prior to the tragedy of 9 - 1 1 , 
Chief Justice Frank J. Williams had established a security task 
force to evaluate security criteria in every court facility 
throughout the state. Additionally, the Judiciary enlisted the 
assistance of the United States Marshals Service to conduct a 
thorough security review of our court facilities at no cost to 
the taxpayers o f Rhode Island, saving $ 5 0 , 0 0 0 . In the past 
year, new Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant 
metal detectors were placed in all court facilities, while addi-
tional steps were taken to enhance security through the pur-
chase o f new x-ray machines. 
U s e r - F r i e n d l y C o u r t s 
Efforts also were initiated this past year to help make 
the courts more user-friendly and accessible. Beginning in 
December 2 0 0 1 , information kiosks were introduced in the 
Providence courthouses. The introduction of similar help 
desks in the county courthouses is expected early in 2 0 0 2 . 
Staffed during peak court hours by knowledgeable person-
nel, the kiosks provide friendly, quick, and efficient assistance 
to the public. This simple courtesy has gone a long way in 
making our courts less daunting for first t ime visitors. 
Today Rhode Island courtrooms serve more persons 
of diverse cultures and languages than ever before. In 2 0 0 1 , 
the Judiciary continued its efforts with the Community 
College of Rhode Island to develop a curriculum that will 
provide adequate training for more translators in our court-
rooms. In the last year, many judges also participated in a 
Conversational Spanish course on fundamental pronunciation 
and dialogue so that they are able to communicate, at least on a 
basic level, with Spanish-speaking patrons. Also, to foster a 
greater understanding of different cultures and assist non-
English speaking litigants more effectively, court employees 
have been attending a diversity training program. 
A D M I N I S T R A T I V E 
O F F I C E O F S T A T E 
C O U R T S 
R H O D E I S L A N D 
J U D I C I A L T E C H N O L O G Y C E N T E R 
Helping the Judiciary move into 
the Twenty-First Century 
The mission of the Rhode Island Judicial Technology 
Center is to improve the quality o f justice by implementing 
and supporting information technologies that assist the deci-
sion making process o f judges and magistrates, facilitate the 
management o f court cases, enhance the productivity o f 
court personnel, and enhance communication among crimi-
nal justice agencies. 
O n e of the top priorities for the Rhode Island 
Judiciary is the conversion of the civil case management sys-
tem currently running on the W A N G VS to an Oracle based 
database operating on Compaq computers . Because W A N G 
left the hardware business in the early 1 9 9 0 ' s , this conver-
sion is cr i t ical to ensuring the continued operation of the 
state's automated civil case management systems. 
A team drawn from the various courts developed a 
civil case management system Request for Proposal ( R F P ) . 
The scope of work for the R F P included the following items: 
Conversion of five applications from the WANGVS system to a 
commercially available, off the shelf Oracle based package: 
•f Supreme Court case tracking, including appellate screening; 
t Superior Court civil case processing, including fees; 
+ Family Court domestic case tracking; 
j Workers' Compensation Court civil case processing; and 
f Disciplinary tracking system. 
?*i Implementation of a new software application for District Court 
civil case processing; 
-SECURITY 
"Even prior to the 
tragedy of 9-11, 
Chief Justice Frank J. 
Williams had created a 
task force to establish 
security criteria in every 
court facility throughout 
the state." 
-USER-FRIENDLY 
COURTS 
"Staffed during peak 
court hours by knowl-
edgeable personnel, the 
kiosks provide friendly, 
quick, and efficient assis-
tance to the public. This 
simple courtesy has gone 
a long way in making our 
courts less daunting for 
first time visitors." 
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-CONVERSION OF CIVIL 
CASE MANAGEMENT 
SYSTEM 
"One of the top priorities 
for the Rhode Island 
Judiciary is the 
conversion of the civil 
case management system. 
This conversion is critical 
to ensuring the contin-
ued operation of the 
state's automated civil 
case management system." 
-JUDICIAL TECHNOLOGY 
CENTER 
"Court Connect allows 
individuals access to 
current and historic 
data regarding criminal 
cases within the Rhode 
Island Judiciary and is 
available through the 
court's website at 
www.ricourts.com." 
Installation of the new software on the court's existing hardware 
platform; 
Implementation of the software packages, including, conversion, 
training, and documentation; and 
Project management. 
T r a i n i n g a n d P r o f e s s i o n a l D e v e l o p m e n t 
To address the increasing demand by court personnel 
for more technology training, a training manager was hired to 
oversee and develop training programs for the Rhode Island 
Judiciary. The programs will be customized for a training 
audience of judges, magistrates, administrators, clerks, and 
technical personnel who vary as to the level of skill and degree 
of knowledge of the current software applications. 
C o u r t C o n n e c t 
S C T CourtConnect , the judiciary's first government 
to citizen application, was introduced on August 1, 2 0 0 1 . 
CourtConnect allows the public to use a web browser to 
search and view records in the courts database of adult crim-
inal case information. The public can now research cases on 
the court's main website at www.ricourts .com. 
C o n v e r s i o n o f N e t w o r k O p e r a t i n g S y s t e m 
f r o m B a n y a n t o M i c r o s o f t W i n d o w s 2 0 0 0 
Banyan was formerly the operating system software 
that allowed end users access to email and their desktop soft-
ware. While very popular in the 1980's, Banyan left the net-
work operating system business, and the court has converted 
to Microsoft Windows 2 0 0 0 . 
P C R e f r e s h 
In order to convert the Judiciary's network operating 
software from Banyan to Microsoft Windows 2 0 0 0 , a refresh 
(upgrade or replacement) of the personal computers was 
performed. A summary of accomplishments resulting from 
the PC Refresh project are as follows: 
All judges and magistrates have new laptops; 
168 personal computers have been replaced (26% of the total 
inventory); 
W 250 personal computers have been upgraded with more memo-
ry to support new software (38% of total inventory); and 
W 3 5 printers have been replaced or installed. 
M a n a g e m e n t S y s t e m s 
Management systems in an information technology 
department are paramount to successful day to day opera-
tions. A number of management improvements were imple-
mented this year: 
A budgetary system was developed to scope, estimate, and track 
projects in the Judicial Technology Center. 
Hardware maintenance and software licensing contracts were 
researched and centralized for better management. 
A help desk system was implemented to centralize requests for 
assistance. 
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F A C I L I T I E S A N D O P E R A T I O N S 
Security and Renovations Made High Priority 
Upon taking office, Chief Justice Frank J. Williams 
conducted "walkabouts" throughout the judicial system and 
found that many of our court facilities have simply outlived 
their ability to serve the needs of the thousands of citizens the 
courts handle each day. In response, the Facilities and 
Operations Division worked throughout 2001 to improve 
court facilities and provide a safe, secure, and user-friendly 
court environment. This involved undertaking necessary 
repairs and renovations and addressing issues related to park-
ing, signage, and security. 
In 2 0 0 1 , the General Assembly approved $52 million 
for the construction of a new Kent County courthouse 
through a Certificate of Participation. This vital project 
began immediately, and by the end of the year an architec-
tural and engineering firm had been chosen to begin planning 
the design of the new facility. 
Major renovations were also undertaken throughout 
the cour t system. The $ 3 . 2 million Garrahy Judicial 
Complex renovation project not only improved the appear-
ance of this heavily used Providence facility but also improved 
the quality o f the work environment. Through the effort and 
cooperation of everyone, the renovation occurred with min-
imum disruption to court activities and was completed ahead 
o f schedule. 
The Licht Judicial Complex , housing the Superior 
and Supreme Courts in Providence, also received needed 
maintenance, including repairs to its slate roof and the imple-
mentation of a preventive maintenance program. O t h e r 
court facilities throughout the state received Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) enhancements and were scheduled for 
needed maintenance and refurbishing as well as upgraded 
telephone systems. 
L A W L I B R A R Y 
Rhode Island's Resource 
for Legal Information 
As Rhode Island's leading public law library, the Law 
Library provides its varied constituencies with access to a 
burgeoning volume of legal information in both print and 
electronic formats. With limited space to accommodate the 
growth of print materials, the Law Library nevertheless has 
greatly expanded the volume of legal information it can offer 
its patrons through the use of microfiche, C D - R O M , online 
legal databases (particularly LexisNexis and Westlaw), and 
the Internet . 
In 2 0 0 1 , the Law Library entered into an agreement 
to provide LexisNexis to all judges, law clerks, and staff 
attorneys. This program provides users with access to a com-
plete national library of on-line legal information, including 
both primary law for all state and federal jurisdictions and a 
wide variety o f secondary resources. Following their receipt 
o f laptop computers , judges and magistrates are taking 
advantage o f LexisNexis training being offered on a continu-
ing basis through the Law Library. 
With the availability of the online legal database from 
LexisNexis , a newly formed Law Books C o m m i t t e e , appoint-
ed by State Court Administrator John Barrette , began a com-
prehensive evaluation o f expenditures for print materials 
provided to judges. By the end o f the year, the commit tee 
was able to achieve over $ 6 0 , 0 0 0 in savings on print publica-
tions and another $ 4 0 , 0 0 0 in Law Library expenditures. 
-FACILITIES AND 
OPERATIONS 
"Upon taking office, 
Chief Justice Frank J. 
Williams conducted 
'walkabouts' throughout 
the judicial system and 
found that many of our 
court facilities have 
simply outlived their 
ability to serve the needs 
of the thousands of 
citizens the courts 
handle each day." 
-LAW LIBRARY 
"By the end of the year, a 
newly formed Law Rooks 
Committee was able to 
achieve over $60,000.00 
in savings on print 
publications and another 
$40,000.00 in expenses." 
"LexisNexis provides 
users with access to a 
complete national library 
of on-line legal 
information." 
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- P U B L I C INFORMATION 
OFFICE 
"Since assuming office in 
2001, Chief Justice Frank 
J. Williams has worked to 
make the courts more 
open, accessible, and user-
friendly and has under-
taken initiatives to 
increase public awareness 
and understanding of the 
mission, goals, and chal-
lenges of the Rhode 
Island Judiciary." 
"'Justice Matters,' a 
quarterly educational 
television program ... 
will explore issues 
related to the 
Judiciary." 
New acquisitions in 2001 included Hein-On-Line , a 
comprehensive and fully searchable, image-based collect ion 
o f legal periodicals. This acquisition has potential for replac-
ing the library's retrospective print collection and freeing-up 
precious shelf space. Additional services acquired in the past 
few years include the online version of Shepard's Citations, 
which is now being provided at no cost to all library patrons; 
Index Master, which provides e lectronic access to the tables 
o f contents and indices o f over 4 , 5 0 0 legal treatises; and the 
Providence Journal Archive. The Law Library also acquired 
over 1 , 2 6 0 volumes in print and microfiche. 
The Law Library is an active participant in the activ-
ities o f the New England Law Library Consort ium, a cooper-
ative regional network of twenty-five law libraries organized 
in 1983 to enhance the legal research and educational oppor-
tunities offered by its members . Through such activities as 
group licensing o f e lectronic databases, inter-library loans, 
reference projects , and group training, consort ium members 
have access to a far wider range o f resources and services at 
lower cost . 
P U B L I C I N F O R M A T I O N O F F I C E 
Expanding Awareness of Judicial 
Mission and Goals 
The Rhode Island Judiciary is considered by many to 
be the least understood of our three branches o f government , 
yet the courts can affect individuals and families in ways 
unlike any other branch of state government . Since assuming 
office in 2 0 0 1 , Chief Justice Frank J. Williams has worked to 
make the courts more open, accessible, and user-friendly and 
has undertaken initiatives to increase public awareness and 
understanding o f the mission, goals, and challenges o f the 
Rhode Island Judiciary. 
Re-established in April 2 0 0 1 , the Public Information 
Off ice serves as a point o f contact for the public, as well as 
print and broadcast journalists, in need of information 
regarding the courts . T h e office also contributes to the devel-
opment o f various court related publications, announce-
ments , and initiatives o f significance to the public and press, 
including the Annual R e p o r t . 
The Public Information Off ice also has engaged in 
numerous activities throughout the year to foster public 
understanding o f the courts , including the following: 
M The development of a Judicial Speakers' Bureau to provide com-
munity organizations with judicial lecturers; 
^ The planning and coordination of education and outreach 
efforts with the Rhode Island Legal Education Partnership, the 
Rhode Island Bar Association, and the establishment of an out-
reach and education pilot program in Newport County; 
Activities to foster cooperation and understanding between 
members of the media and the Judiciary, including the estab-
lishment of a task force to develop a guide to the courts for 
reporters and a roundtable forum with the Rhode Island Press 
Association entitled, "The Third Branch and the Fourth Estate: 
Finding Common Ground"; 
The development and production of "Justice Matters," a 
quarterly educational television program hosted by Chief justice 
Frank J. Williams which will explore issues related to the 
Judiciary; and 
The coordination and promotion of annual Law Day activities 
throughout the state, including school-based educational 
opportunities with the judges and magistrates of the Rhode 
Island Judiciary. 
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J U D I C I A L R E C O R D S C E N T E R 
Ensuring Preservation and Access 
The mission of the Judicial Records Center ( J R C ) is 
to provide secure storage for the semi-active, inactive, and 
archival records of the state court system. The J R C also pro-
vides efficient reference services for the courts, members of 
the bar, and members o f the public who require court 
records for research purposes. In 2 0 0 1 , the J R C also reinsti-
tuted its program of providing staff to speak at local histori-
cal and genealogical societies. 
Sound court records management requires striking a 
balance between providing access to court records and ensur-
ing preservation of those records for as long as they have 
legal, fiscal, administrative, and historical value. Private 
records repositories will often deny access to records if they 
determine that the records are so fragile that continued use 
o f the records would cause their deterioration. As a public 
records repository, the J R C does not have that option. In 
order to meet the challenge of providing access to court 
records while ensuring their preservation, the J R C has insti-
tutionalized a court records preservation program. 
In 2 0 0 1 , the J R C completed development of its web 
site, which now offers a number o f enhanced features to fos-
ter improved public access to archived court records. The 
J R C website can now provide information about the location 
o f court records so researchers will know where to go to 
view a record. The enhanced website informs researchers o f 
the policies and procedures for accessing case information 
from records stored at the J R C and it provides forms for 
archival requests which allow researchers to email their 
requests to the J R C in a standardized format . 
T H E R H O D E I S L A N D 
S T A T E F U G I T I V E T A S K F O R C E 
Reports Increased 
Arrests and Collections 
The Rhode Island State Fugitive Task Force (also 
known as the "Warrant Squad") was created in 1989. The 
Warrant Squad is under the authority o f the Rhode Island 
Supreme Court . 
The Warrant Squad is a single-mission, state law 
enforcement agency dedicated to the arrest o f state fugitives 
from justice. It receives cases from two primary sources, the 
Providence Superior Court and the Department o f Attorney 
General . The cost and restitution calendar in the Providence 
Superior Court forwards warrants on subjects who are want-
ed for failure to pay fines, costs, and restitution from previ-
ous criminal charges. The Department of Attorney General 
forwards warrants on subjects wanted for failure to appear 
for arraignment, pre-trial, trial, and violation hearings. 
The Warrant Squad implemented a number o f 
improvements to its operation in 2 0 0 1 . Efforts were also 
undertaken to enhance coordination between federal, state, 
and local law enforcement agencies. Examples include the 
following: 
^ Improved communication between the Rhode Island State Police 
Violent Fugitive Task Force and the Warrant Squad to prevent 
duplication of efforts and efficient allocation of resources 
between the two units; 
Creation of a case management system; 
Completion of case reviews and implementation of in-service 
training; 
Creation of a secure room and a revamped hooking room area; 
The purchase of body armor; and 
Creation of an operating procedures manual. _______ 
-JUDICIAL RECORDS 
CENTER ( J R C ) 
"In 2001, the JRC com-
pleted development of its 
website, which now offers 
a number of enhanced 
features to foster 
improved public access to 
archived court records." 
-WARRANT SQUAD 
" In 2001, efforts were 
undertaken to enhance 
coordination between 
federal, state, and 
local law enforcement 
agencies." 
2001 Report on the Judiciary 
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L A W C L E R K D E P A R T M E N T 
- L A W CLERK 
DEPARTMENT 
"Judicial clerkships 
provide new attorneys 
with exposure to the 
court system and an 
opportunity to hone 
their legal research 
and writing skills." 
-MANDATORY 
CONTINUING 
LEGAL EDUCATION 
( M C L E ) 
"MCLE programs sharpen 
the ability of the bench 
and bar to respond to 
dynamic changes in our 
community." 
Vital Services/Invaluable Experience 
T h e ob ject ive o f the Law Clerk D e p a r t m e n t is to 
assist the Judiciary with its efficient handling o f the busy trial 
calendars. At the same t ime, judicial clerkships provide new 
attorneys with exposure to the c o u r t system and an opportu-
nity to hone their legal research and writ ing skills. 
A diverse group o f twelve law clerks from various 
United States law schools , the Law Clerk D e p a r t m e n t serves 
the judges and magistrates o f the Superior, Distr ic t , and 
Family Cour ts , and the Rhode Island Traffic Tribunal . Eight 
law clerks are based in Providence at the Licht Judicial 
C o m p l e x , and the other four law clerks are based in the 
Garrahy Judicial C o m p l e x in P r o v i d e n c e County , the 
Leighton Judicial C o m p l e x in Kent County, the Murray 
Judicial C o m p l e x in N e w p o r t County, and the McGrath 
Judicial in Washington County, respectively. A staff attorney 
supervises all twelve law clerks who serve a one-year t e r m . 
T h e law clerks perform legal research and writing in 
the areas o f civil, cr iminal , family, administrative, and zoning 
law. Specific duties include the preparation o f legal m e m o -
randa, the writing o f draft decisions, the reviewing o f case 
files, and the drafting o f jury instructions. Additionally, many 
o f the law clerks serve as guardians ad litem in Mary M o e 
proceedings pursuant to G . L . 1 9 5 6 § 2 3 - 4 . 7 - 6 . 
Special rotation assignments for the Providence-
based law clerks are the Civil Motion Calendar, the Appeals 
Panel o f the Rhode Island Traffic Tribunal, and recently, the 
Business Calendar. T h e law clerk assigned to the Civil Motion 
Calendar reviews case files and prepares legal memoranda for 
the approximately twenty- three dispositive motions to be 
heard weekly by the judge in charge o f the calendar. T h e law 
clerk assisting the Appeals Panel o f the Rhode Island Traffic 
Tribunal is responsible for appellate writ ing assigned by the 
tribunal's judges and magistrates and is currently assisting 15 
with the development o f a Rhode Island Traffic Tribunal 
Bench Book. T h e Business Calendar law clerk assists the judge 
assigned to the newly established Business Calendar which 
focuses exclusively on business matters , including complicat-
ed commerc ia l business transactions and business insolvency 
and receiver actions. During this past summer, a Law Clerk 
D e p a r t m e n t intern also assisted with research and writing 
requests for the magistrate assigned to the judicial calendar 
handling Sexual O f f e n d e r Registrat ion and C o m m u n i t y 
Notification Act matters pursuant to G .L . 1 9 5 6 § 1 1 - 3 7 . 1 - 1 
et seq. 
M A N D A T O R Y C O N T I N U I N G 
L E G A L E D U C A T I O N 
A Lifetime of Learning for 
Bench and Bar 
The Education Office administers all judicial education 
programs for state court judges and magistrates and oversees 
mandatory continuing legal education ( M C L E ) programs for the 
6 , 0 0 0 Rhode Island licensed attorneys. Both types of programs 
share the same goal: to sharpen the ability of the bench and bar to 
respond to the dynamic changes in our community. 
j u d i c i a l E d u c a t i o n 
Judicial education programs are overseen by Chief 
Justice Frank J. Wil l iams and the Supreme C o u r t Education 
C o m m i t t e e . Under their direction, the Education Office is 
responsible for all aspects of mandatory judicial education. 
T h e office coordinates in-state, professional development 
conferences for judges and judicial attendance at national 
programs such as the National Judicial College. 
In addition, the office participates in ongoing cur-
riculum planning with the Judicial Education C o m m i t t e e and 
tracks the judges' M C L E credits, keeping them informed o f 
their tallies, overages, and opportunities for judicial training. 
Using a retreat style format, all levels of state court 
judges convened in 2001 for a Judicial Conference to discuss 
the current status o f our courts and strategics for responding 
to the needs of the public. One-hundred percent attendance 
marked an uplifting, inspiring event where judges from each 
jurisdiction mingled in breakout sessions to share ideas and to 
design implementation plans. 
During 2 0 0 1 , trial court judges were offered a 
"Spanish Language for Judges" e ight-week course . 
Additionally, Rhode Island hosted the Appellate Judges' 
Regional Conference in Providence on O c t o b e r 17 -19 , and 
collaborated with the Flaschner Judicial Institute on several 
programs, including a conference on Pro-Se Litigants. 
M a n d a t o r y C o n t i n u i n g 
L e g a l E d u c a t i o n C o m m i s s i o n 
The Mandatory Continuing Legal Education 
Commission, chaired by Supreme Court Justice Robert G. 
Flanders, Jr. , has thirteen members. The commission oversees 
all activities of the Education Office related to the M C L E 
requirements for attorneys, including communicating with 
sponsor agencies, reviewing attorney applications and compli-
ance reports, notifying attorneys of non compliance, and devel-
oping curriculum in conjunction with Bar Associations, law 
schools, law firms, and private agencies. 
Commission duties include the review of exemption 
requests, course eligibility, and finances. Other commission 
functions include reexamining the M C L E rules to meet the 
evolving needs of the legal profession and responding to 
advances in educational technology. The commission also coop-
crates with other M C L E states to facilitate reciprocal compli-
ance for multi-state licensed attorneys. 
Highlights o f the M C L E office in 2001 are as follows: 
increasing the number o f accredited sponsors; converting the 
M C L E financial account to a more streamlined process; and 
attaining the highest compliance rate in nine years. The com-
mission is exploring new developments in technology and 
distance learning with an eye on proposing future rule 
changes that would allow attorneys to participate in M C L E 
via computer and simulcast. 
D O M E S T I C V I O L E N C E T R A I N I N G A N D 
M O N I T O R I N G U N I T 
Accurate Data Essential 
to Effective Policy 
The Domest ic Violence Training and Monitoring 
Unit (DVU) , has been funded by the Supreme Court since 
passage of the 1988 Domest ic Violence Prevention Act. 
The DVU remains active in its collaboration with 
private, non-profit and state agencies regarding domestic vio-
lence and sexual assault policy and planning issues. However, 
its major function has become the administration of the leg-
islatively mandated DV/SA Police Reporting Form and the 
DV/SA Database which generates comprehensive criminal 
data on domestic violence and sexual assault in Rhode Island. 
The DVU's data on domestic violence arrest and 
non-arrest incidents has gained national recognition, particu-
larly in the areas o f "dual arrests" and "numbers o f women 
arrested in domestic violence incidents." The director o f the 
DVU was invited as a guest speaker to conferences in San 
Diego, California and New Orleans, Louisiana to present the 
historical development and use o f the DV/SA Form and the 
DV/SA Database. The data on the DVU's website has also 
attracted the attention of researchers from across the coun-
try. All direct and indirect identif iers have b e e n r e m o v e d 
f r o m the r e c o r d s , thus a l l o w i n g researchers, students, or 
other interested parties to access the data. 
The DVU's major goal in the upcoming year will be 
working toward the implementation of electronic transfer o f 
domestic violence and sexual assault incident information 
directly from the police departments to the DVU. O n c e the 
process o f electronic transfer has been implemented, the 
paper DV/SA reporting form will b e c o m e obsolete. 
-MANDATORY 
CONTINUING 
LEGAL EDUCATION 
( M C L E ) 
"In 2001, the MCLE office 
achieved the highest com-
pliance rate in nine 
years." 
-DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 
TRAINING AND 
MONITORING 
UNIT ( D V U ) 
"The DVU's data on 
domestic violence arrest 
and non-arrest incidents 
has gained national 
recognition, particularly 
in the areas of 'dual 
arrests' and 'numbers of 
women arrested in 
domestic violence 
incidents'" 
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-USER-FRIENDLY 
J U R Y SERVICE 
"Two-day/one trial has 
been successful and well 
received by both jurors 
and their employers, as 
the personal and financial 
burden of jury duty has 
been greatly eased." 
-BUSINESS CALENDAR 
" With frequent and early 
intervention by a judge, it 
is hoped that some of 
these businesses will not 
fail, will not close, and 
jobs will not be lost. " 
-SUPERIOR COURT 
CASELOAD 
"The Superior Court 
worked diligently in 2001 
to reduce a backlog 
of civil cases." 
S U P E R I O R C O U R T 
User-Friendly Jury Duty Welcomed 
by Employer and Citizens Alike 
J u r y S e r v i c e : T w o - D a y / O n e T r i a l 
Last year Presiding Justice Joseph F. Rodgers, Jr. ini-
tiated a two-day/one trial system for jury service in 
Providence/Bristol and Kent Counties. This innovation pro-
vides a much shorter term of service than the previous two-
week, one trial system. Jurors called for service who are not 
selected to sit for a trial will have completed their service by 
the end of the second day. However, if a juror has been 
selected for a trial, he or she will continue to serve for the 
duration of that trial. 
This new program has several advantages. The one-
day/ one trial program initiated in Washington and Newport 
Counties several years ago has been very successful and well 
received by both jurors and their employers, as the personal 
and financial burden of jury duty has been greatly eased. It is 
expected that those who would otherwise request to be 
excused from jury duty for personal or economic reasons 
will now find it more convenient to serve. It is anticipated 
also that the shorter term of service now instituted in 
Providence/Bristol and Kent Counties will allow more indi-
viduals the opportunity to take part in this vital public serv-
ice. O f equal importance is the ability of the two-day/one 
trial system to allow a greater cross section of the public to 
serve as jurors. 
T h e B u s i n e s s C a l e n d a r 
On June 4 , 2 0 0 1 , Presiding Justice Joseph F. 
Rodgers , Jr. established a new Business Calendar for 
Providence/Bristol County. This new initiative was created 
as a pilot program and has been extended for continued eval-
uation. Thus far this effort has been met with widespread 
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acclaim. Associate Justice Michael A. Silverstein has been des-
ignated to preside over the Business Calendar, which will 
allow civil actions affecting jobs and businesses to be tracked 
and heard in an expeditious manner. The types of cases to be 
covered on the Business Calendar include receiverships, 
breach of contract or fiduciary duties, commercial real 
estate, and commercial bank transactions. 
The Business Calendar was instituted for a number 
of reasons. First, the inventory of pending civil cases in the 
Superior Court has been successfully reduced in the past few 
years allowing the court to focus on single issues. Second, all 
judicial vacancies have been filled, and the court has a full 
complement of justices for the first time in over two years. 
Lastly, the court anticipates that a single justice handling busi-
ness matters will have a positive impact on the business cli-
mate in Rhode Island. "With frequent and early intervention 
by a judge, it is hoped that some of these businesses will not 
fail, will not close, and jobs will not be lost ," explained 
Presiding Justice Rodgers of this new program. 
S u p e r i o r C o u r t R e d u c e s C i v i l B a c k l o g 
The Superior Court worked diligently in 2001 to 
reduce a backlog of civil cases. Only four years ago, at the end 
of September 1997, the number of assigned civil cases pend-
ing in the Superior Court statewide was exactly 4 , 5 0 0 . On 
September 30, 2 0 0 1 , that figure had been reduced by almost 
a third to just 3 , 0 7 1 . The dramatic reduction in the number 
of pending, assigned civil matters has been one of Presiding 
Justice Rodgers' most notable accomplishments. Through 
the unification of the trial calendar, the monitoring of civil 
case inventories, and the efficient noticing procedures of the 
Case Scheduling Office, this reduction in the number of 
pending civil cases has been realized in a relatively short peri-
od of time. 
T h e S e x u a l l y V i o l e n t P r e d a t o r C a l e n d a r 
The Superior Court continued to address situations 
involving sexually violent predators quickly and effectively 
with a separate court calendar established in 2001 by 
Presiding Justice Joseph F. Rodgers, Jr. This calendar also 
includes cases heard by the court in accordance with the 
Sexual Offender Registration and Community Notification 
statute, G.L. 1956 § 11-37.1-1 et seq. The new calendar has 
been assigned to the General Magistrate. 
In sexually violent predator determinations, the 
Department of Attorney General files a petition on behalf of 
the state seeking a court determination of the "sexually vio-
lent predator" status of a defendant who has been convicted of 
one of the statutorily-designated crimes. To be adjudged a 
"sexually violent predator," an offender, in addition to having 
been convicted of a sexually violent offense, must have a men-
tal abnormality or personality disorder which affects volition-
al capacity, and the crime must have been directed toward 
either a stranger or a person with whom a relationship has 
been established for the primary purpose of victimization. 
The court must render its decision with the assistance of a 
report from the Board of Review of Sexually Violent 
Predatory Behavior. During 2001, the court handled about 71 
of these cases. 
For community notification issues, the court is called 
upon to implement the provisions of what is commonly 
known as Megan's Law. An offender who has been convicted 
of a sexually violent offense and has been designated by the 
Parole Board, as either a Level I, II, or III sexual offender 
(Level III being the highest risk of re-offense), may appeal to 
the court for a review of his or her designation. For a Level I 
offender, only local police departments arc notified of the 
offender's presence in the community. Community organiza-
tions, schools, youth groups, etc. are also notified about a 
Level II designated offender, and any member of the public 
with whom the offender might come in contact is notified 
about a Level III designation. 
T h e D r u g C o u r t : B r e a k i n g C y c l e s o f 
A b u s e T h r o u g h A l t e r n a t i v e s t o 
I n c a r c e r a t i o n 
On January 31, 2001, the Superior Court heard its 
first case on the newly established Drug Court Calendar. 
Designed as an alternative to incarceration for non-violent, 
drug-addicted offenders, the program is being conducted on 
an experimental basis pending federal and state funding. 
Court-supervised drug treatment is the cornerstone of this 
program. The Drug Court is presently servicing five (5) 
adult participants through a post-adjudication sentencing 
option. 
The success of drug courts around the country has 
prompted the many agencies involved in the planning of the 
program to support its concept of treatment as an alternative 
to incarceration. The Department of Attorney General rec-
ommends appropriate non-violent offenders to the Drug 
Court Judge for participation in the program, with input 
from the Public Defender's office or from private counsel. 
The program focuses on intensive treatment for offenders 
who have a history of substance abuse, who are not first-time 
offenders, and who do not have charges of crimes of vio-
lence. 
One of the advantages of the program is the greatly 
reduced rate of recidivism for graduates of the Drug Court. 
When a defendant is able to break his or her habit of sub-
stance abuse, it is much less likely that he or she will need to 
resort to crime. The markedly high success rate of the Drug 
Court frees up prison space for more serious offenders and 
also saves tax dollars. The overall savings to the state is esti-
mated at about $31 ,000 per offender per year: $35 ,063 
annual average cost of incarceration vs. only $4 ,000 per 
offender per year for treatment. 
-SEXUALLY VIOLENT 
PREDATOR CALENDAR 
"The Superior Court con-
tinued to address situa-
tions involving sexually 
violent predators quickly 
and effectively with a 
separate court calendar 
in 2001." 
- D R U G COURT 
"When a defendant is 
able to break his or her 
habit of substance abuse, 
it is much less likely that 
he or she will need to 
resort to crime." 
"The overall savings to 
the state is about $31,000 
per offender per year: 
$35,063 annual average 
cost of incarceration vs. 
only $4,000 per offender 
per year for treatment." 
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-TRUANCY COURT 
"The mission of the 
Family Truancy Court is to 
reduce the statewide truan-
cy rate and to maximize 
juveniles' opportunities and 
their likelihood of success." 
"Statistics show signifi-
cant improvements in the 
attendance rate after 
arraignment and subse-
quent court intervention." 
-DISTRICT COURT 
"The year 2001 marked a 
five-year high in misde-
meanor, felony, and civil 
case filings in the District 
Court. Despite the 
increased caseload, the 
District Court was able to 
keep pace, with disposi-
tions falling just short of 
new filings." 
F A M I L Y C O U R T 
A Problem Solving Court for 
Children and Families 
The Family Court has implemented two new pro-
grams, the Family and Juvenile Drug Court and the Family 
Truancy Court . The mission of the Family and Juvenile Drug 
Court is to reduce substance abuse and dependency among 
juveniles and their families. This program has now been in 
operation for eighteen (18) months. Since its inception, the 
activity of the Drug Court has increased dramatically, and as 
of the end of 2 0 0 1 , there were Family and Juvenile Drug 
Court sessions held in all four counties. Currently, there arc 
sixty-seven ( 6 7 ) participants; fourteen ( 1 4 ) have successfully 
completed the program, and two (2 ) drug-free babies were 
born to program participants. The foregoing statistics arc a 
clear indication of the positive impact of this program on 
juveniles' lives and their futures. 
The mission of the Family Truancy Court is to reduce 
the statewide truancy rate and to maximize juveniles' oppor-
tunities and their likelihood of success. Currently, there are 
eleven Truancy Courts in the following cities: Providence, 
Woonsocket, Central Falls, Pawtucket, Newport, Cranston, 
Warwick, Bristol/Warren, and West Warwick. Hope High 
School in Providence is the only high school with a Truancy 
Court . The other cities hold Truancy Court in their middle 
schools, which has proven to bring a higher success rate. The 
Family Truancy Court had a total of 193 participants during 
the 2 0 0 0 - 2 0 0 1 school year. O f the 193 students, 108 were 
male and 85 were female. Statistics show significant 
improvements in the attendance rate after arraignment and 
subsequent court intervention. The pre-arraignment atten-
dance rate among middle school children was 4 9 % , and the 
post-arraignment rate after Truancy Court intervention was 
8 9 % . The majority of the students sent to the court were 
between the ages of 1 3 and 14. 
T h e Family Cour t also coordinates statewide 
Juvenile Hearing Boards that handle noncriminal juvenile 
matters. In Rhode Island, Juvenile Hearing Boards receive 
concurrent jurisdiction with the Family Court by local ordi-
nance and state legislation. This has enabled cities and 
towns to establish a local judicial body made up of volunteer 
members of the community to address violations of law by 
youths who are between the ages of 10 and 17. This venue 
offers the community a local, timely, and cost effective 
process for diverting youths from the formal judicial system. 
Other on-going, special programs within the Family 
Cour t include Mediation, Supervised Visitation, the 
Reducing Youthful Drunk Driving (RYDD) program, the 
Vic t im/Offender Mediation program, and Operation 
Guardian which is a partnership with the Rhode Island 
National Guard in a community services and youth mentor-
ing initiative. 
D I S T R I C T C O U R T 
Workhorse Court Shoulders 
Increased Caseload 
The year 2001 marked a live-year high in misde-
meanor, felony, and civil case filings in the District Court. 
Despite the increased caseload, the District Court was able to 
keep pace, with dispositions falling just short of new filings. 
Conversely, while small claims in the District Court reached 
a five-year low of 14 ,041 , case dispositions far exceeded fil-
ings in this category. 
The District Court also established an important pilot 
program in the Third Division in 2001, creating a partnership 
with mental health providers and those who come before our 
courts who have a need for treatment. The program thus far has 
worked well, and the Rhode Island Judiciary plans to examine 
this initiative further to determine whether it could be imple-
mented elsewhere in the court system. 
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P r e t r i a l S e r v i c e s U n i t 
A N e w A p p r o a c h t o B a i l E l i g i b i l i t y 
Another initiative in 2001 was the Pretrial Services 
Unit, an innovative project developed by state officials, 
including Chief Judge Albert E. DeRobbio, and community 
leaders who served on a bipartisan task force concerned with 
racial disparities in the criminal justice system. The task 
force, chaired by Representative Maxine Shavers, established 
two major objectives for the unit: 
'M to provide verified reports on a defendant's background for 
judges to determine bail eligibility; and 
to provide a monitoring system for the pretrial population. 
Accomplishing these objectives is intended to have a 
positive impact on judges' use of bail alternatives, overcrowding 
in the awaiting trial section of the Adult Correctional 
Institutions, and the failure to appear rate. 
The Pretrial Services Unit was created pursuant to 
G.L. 1956 §12-1 3-24.1. This statute outlines a referral process 
and the format of the report the unit must provide on each 
defendant. Defendants are referred by the court prior to 
arraignment or any other proceeding which may result in their 
being detained pending adjudication. The unit uses non-tradi-
tional questions and other resources to gather information on 
the defendant's background to assist the court in determining 
whether the individual is a good risk for bail and is likely to 
comply with the terms of release that may be imposed. 
The Pretrial Services Unit not only offers the court 
neutral, verified information but also bail alternatives. Through 
contacts with a variety of substance abuse treatment agencies, 
mental health resources, housing options, and employment 
assistance agencies, the unit is able to aid the court in making 
appropriate referrals to community services. Being aware of 
and utilizing these resources addresses the court's concern that 
defendants will maintain community ties during pretrial 
release. 
In addition, the unit started a drug testing program in 
November 2001 to give the court further assurance of a defen-
dant's "good behavior" while on release. 
The Pretrial Services Unit has been able to assist the 
court in releasing as many defendants as possible who are like-
ly to appear for scheduled court appearances and will remain 
free from criminal behavior during the pretrial release period. 
W O R K E R S ' 
C O M P E N S A T I O N C O U R T 
Working to Protect and Support 
Workers and Their Families 
As the 2001 statistics illustrate, the Workers' 
Compensation Court continued to serve the needs of the 
state in the handling of its cases. Perhaps most dramatic was 
the sharp increase in the number of cases filed this year with 
the court. Certainly, the expanded jurisdiction conferred on 
the court in the 2000 legislative session was responsible, in 
part, for the increase. However, further analysis demonstrat-
ed that the highest increase in filings was in "Employee's 
Petitions to Review." Since this class of petitions can invoke 
the court's new jurisdiction, some increase in filings was 
anticipated. Nevertheless, the meteoric spike was still 
remarkable. 
Dispositions in 2001 were the highest in the last six 
years and represented a 10% increase in the number of dis-
posed cases compared to the 2000 results. While the court 
was unable to close more cases than it received, the court's 
productivity was particularly noteworthy considering that 
the renovations to the Garrahy Judicial Complex required the 
court to stagger calendars and caused some decline in pro-
ductivity. 
The 2001 statistics also demonstrated several prom-
ising developments. Most important was the number of cases 
resolved at pretrial conference (70%) , which was the highest 
rate since these statistics have been compiled. 
Perhaps most impressive was the percentage of cases 
closed at pretrial conference within ninety (90) days. As in 
-DISTRICT COURT 
"The Pretrial Services 
Unit not only offers the 
court neutral, verified 
information but also bail 
alternatives." 
-WORKERS' 
COMPENSATION 
COURT 
"The court's productivity 
was particularly 
noteworthy considering 
that the renovations to 
the Garrahy Judicial 
Complex required the 
court to stagger 
calendars." 
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- W O R K E R S ' 
COMPENSATION 
COURT 
"The implementation of 
good ergonomic practices 
has been shown to reduce 
workplace injuries and 
disability, resulting in 
fewer claims and reduced 
insurance premiums." 
recent years, ninety percent ( 9 0 % ) of the matters closed by 
a pretrial order were disposed of within ninety ( 9 0 ) days. 
Moreover, in 2 0 0 1 , the percentage of cases closed at pretrial 
conference within thirty ( 3 0 ) days rose by more than ten per-
cent ( 1 0 % ) to sixty and one half percent ( 6 0 . 5 % ) of the total 
pretrial orders filed. 
Further, the relative number of cases appealed beyond the 
trial level also dropped. In 2 0 0 1 , only one percent ( 1 % ) of all 
cases disposed of by the court were appealed. Thus, the par-
ties appeared to accept the decisions of the trial court and 
appealed only a limited number of claims. A goal of the 
Appellate Division was to concern itself only with those cases 
involving significant legal issues or cases of first impression. 
The decrease in the percentage of cases disposed at the appel-
late level suggest that the court has achieved its goal. 
E r g o n o m i c s 
During the summer of 2 0 0 1 , Chief Judge Robert F. 
Arrigan created an ad hoc committee to investigate the sci-
ence of ergonomics and propose the best method for incor-
porating good ergonomic practice into the work environ-
ment. The committee brought together representatives of 
labor, business, the insurance industry, the medical commu-
nity, and attorneys representing the injured worker and the 
employer. Af ter e x t e n s i v e r e s e a r c h , the c o m m i t t e e 
d e t e r m i n e d the f o l l o w i n g : 
'M A sensible ergonomics program is a mutual benefit to employers, 
employees, and insurers. The implementation of good ergonom-
ic practices has been shown to reduce workplace injuries and dis-
ability, resulting in fewer claims and reduced insurance premiums. 
M A practical ergonomics program must be established as a "best 
practices" program to avoid excessive unworkable regulation. 
Compliance must be obtained through the use of sensible incen-
tives rather than enforcement. 
A working ergonomics program cannot establish a parallel ben-
efit or litigation program, but must achieve its goals through 
education and cost savings. 
Based upon the above referenced findings, the com-
mittee made the following recommendations: 
A Permanent Study Commission should be established either by 
executive order or through legislation, to consider the need for 
creation of an ergonomics guideline to protect the workers of the 
State of Rhode Island and to assist employers in providing a 
scfer workplace. 
The Permanent Study Commission should consider an ergonom-
ics guideline which would define ergonomics, stress the impor-
tance of education regarding the benefits of an ergonomics pro-
gram, stress the importance of cooperation and participation of 
both employees and employers in a successful ergonomics pro-
gram, be classified as "good ergonomic practice" regardless of 
type of employment, be non-punitive, and educate employers on 
the many incentives that would flow from a safe workplace. 
Based upon the wide endorsement of the committee 
report , it is anticipated that the Workers' Compensation 
Advisory Council will support legislation creating a 
Permanent Study Commission to continue the process of 
making ergonomics standards a reality. The success of this 
project demonstrates the continuing role of the Workers' 
Compensation Court in the Rhode Island compensation sys-
tem and the court's commitment to protect the injured 
worker and to reduce costs the employer. 
H e a r i n g L o s s L e g i s l a t i o n 
In the 2001 session, the General Assembly recognized a 
two-year effort by the Workers' Compensation Advisory 
Council, the court, and the Medical Advisory Board, by 
updating the provisions in the Workers' Compensation Act 
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regarding benefits for hearing loss. The legislation was based 
on recommendations made by a task force appointed in 1999 
by the Workers' Compensation Advisory Council. The first 
project the task force addressed was hearing loss testing pro-
cedures. After much study, the Medical Advisory Board 
adopted new testing protocols utilizing modern technology 
and testing standards to identify true occupational hearing 
loss and to evaluate it according to accepted medical guide-
lines. 
The task force then conducted an extensive investi-
gation to determine the causes of occupational hearing loss 
and the best method of compensation. The emphasis was on 
hearing loss prevention by identifying potentially harmful 
noise levels and providing noise abatement or hearing pro-
tection. In those situations where an employee does suffer an 
occupational hearing loss, fair and adequate compensation 
was proposed. 
The work of the task force allowed the various inter-
ests to reach a consensus on the issue of occupational hearing 
loss. The legislation promulgated by the General Assembly 
enjoyed broad-based support and will serve as a model com-
pensation system for noise-induced hearing loss. 
T R A F F I C T R I B U N A L 
Innovations Planned as Traffic 
Tribunal Continues to Involve 
The Traffic Tribunal has set into motion three new 
procedures in 2001. The first is a Court Recorders office 
which will be staffed by employees who are presently 
employed at the Traffic Tribunal in clerical positions. This 
office will be responsible for the electronic recording of 
court proceedings as well as the proper filing, storage, and 
maintenance of these tapes. Although this procedure is man-
dated pursuant to G.L. 1956 § 8-8.2-1 (i), the positive impact 
that this department will have on the court will be immeas-
urable. The introduction of court recorders is a major step 
towards professionalizing the process of electronic recording 
in this court and is also necessary for the Traffic Tribunal to 
function as a true court of record. 
Pursuant to G.L. 1956 § 8 -8 .2-3 , the Traffic Tribunal 
has established an Enforcement of Judgment office. This 
department will supervise the issuance of all writs of execu-
tion, citations, and body attachments relating to individuals 
who have delinquent fines or costs due to the court as of July 
1, 1999. In order to effectuate this process properly, a Traffic 
Tribunal employee has been assigned to the District Court on 
a part-time basis to screen defendants appearing in the 
District Court who may have delinquent fines and costs owed 
to the Traffic Tribunal. When a motorist appears in District 
Court and owes an outstanding fine to the Traffic Tribunal, an 
execution, citation, or body attachment will be served upon 
him or her immediately. 
Also in 2001 , the Municipal Court interface was 
completed and is currently operational. At the present time, 
twenty of the twenty-one municipal courts electronically 
transfer data to the Traffic Tribunal's electronic data process-
ing system. The one remaining Municipal Court will be on 
line in January 2002. 
-TRAFFIC TRIBUNAL 
"The introduction of 
court recorders is a major 
step towards professional-
izing the process of elec-
tronic recording in this 
court and is also neces-
sary for the Traffic 
Tribunal to function as a 
true court of record. " 
"At the present time, 
twenty of the twenty-one 
municipal courts 
electronically transfer 
data to the Traffic 
Tribunal's electronic 
data processing system." 
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Ad hoc Task Force on Limited English Speaking Litigants 
The Ad Hoc Task Force on 
Limited English Speaking Litigants, 
chaired by Superior Court 
Associate Justice O. Rogeriee 
Thompson, has been working on 
policies, training objectives, and 
testing possibilities for the certifica-
tion of court interpreters. The task 
force's principal accomplishment to 
date has been the development of a 
program for court interpreter 
training that will be offered through 
the Community College of Rhode 
Island starting in 2002. 
A complicated issue still 
confronting the task force is how 
the court can be assured of an inter-
preter's skill level. In an effort to 
resolve this question, the task force 
is currently examining the follow-
ing testing alternatives: 
Joining the National Center 
Consortium, 
'pit, Designing a Rhode Island test 
through the University of 
Arizona. 
Collaborating with the State 
of Massachusetts State Court 
Office for Court Interpreting in 
order to utilize a test developed by 
the University of Massachusetts. 
Defining the process by 
which the court will certify inter-
preters presents another challenge. 
The limited English speaking com-
munity supports the movement 
toward credentialing. Nevertheless, all 
acknowledge that certification will 
impact persons who want to inter-
pret as well as those who are cur-
rently interpreting. 
Finally, the cost to certify 
interpreters presents a significant 
hurdle and will require additional 
dollars beyond the current court 
budget. Possibilities for obtaining 
outside funding are being explored. 
The court's need to provide 
fair and equal access to defendants, 
witnesses, and victims in criminal 
cases is paramount, and the task 
force will continue discussing the 
most appropriate methods to fulfill 
this mission. 
Advisory Committee on the Code of Judicial Conduct 
The Advisory Committee 
on the Code of Judicial Conduct 
was established by the Supreme 
Court to assist judges in comply-
ing with the Code of Judicial 
Conduct (the Code). It was creat-
ed in 1983 and was named origi-
nally the Advisory Committee on 
the Canons of Judicial Ethics. In 
1993, when the Supreme Court 
adopted the Code, the committee 
was renamed to the Advisory 
C o m m i t t e e on the Code of 
Judicial Conduct. 
The advisory committee, 
chaired by Distr ict Court 
Associate Judge Patricia D. 
Moore, has authority to interpret 
the Code and to provide opinions 
regarding the propriety of pro-
posed conduct by judges under the 
Code. The Supreme Court 
appoints five judges from the vari-
ous state courts to serve as com-
mittee members. Members serve 
for two or three-year terms. 
In 1994 , the Supreme 
Court ruled that the judicial adviso-
ry opinions are a matter of public-
record, and since then the court's 
Law Library has maintained a set of 
the committee's opinions. The 
advisory committee received six 
requests for opinions and issued six 
advisory opinions in 2001. 
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Programs, Boards, and Panels 
Affordable Legal Services Task Force 
Recognizing the need to 
help foster improved access to qual-
ified legal assistance to all Rhode 
Islanders, Chief Justice Frank J. 
Williams established a Task Force 
on Affordable Legal Services, which 
is required to study the delivery of 
legal services to indigent and other 
populations in the state. 
Five subcommittees, Evaluation 
o f Available Services, Increasing 
Affordable Legal Services, Areas 
o f Prac t i ce , C o m m u n i c a t i o n / 
Public Outreach Subcommit tee , 
and Implementation Subcommittee, 
were created to examine the fol-
lowing issues: 
Determining the services available 
in the community; 
Determining the areas where 
access to legal services is a priority; 
Proposing possible alternatives for 
expanding access to services; 
Proposing ways to inform the pub-
lic about available services; and 
Developing strategies for imple-
mentation of expanded services 
and for a public outreach pro-
gram. 
A survey o f legal serv ice 
providers and other agencies were 
mailed to determine current serv-
ices and to solicit other ideas for 
increasing the efficiency of the 
delivery of legal services. The task 
force, chaired by R o b e r t D. Oster, 
Esquire, is expected to issue its 
findings to Chief Justice Frank J. 
Will iams in 2 0 0 2 . 
Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) Task Force 
With the endorsement o f 
the Rhode Island Bar Association 
House o f Delegates, Chief Justice 
Williams created a task force in 
May 2001 to "examine the present 
status of alternative dispute resolu-
tion within Rhode Island, including 
its effectiveness, and to make rec-
ommendations regarding the use o f 
all alternative dispute resolution 
protocols ." Members were drawn 
from the bench, administration and 
mediation staff o f all courts, attor-
neys who practice before all courts, 
the A D R Commit tee o f the Rhode 
Island Bar Association, independent 
mediators and arbitrators, law and 
business school professors, admin-
istrative agency counsel , the 
Department of Attorney General , 
the Public Defender's office, Rhode 
Island Legal Services, corporate in-
house counsel, and the Community 
Mediation Center of Rhode Island. 
T h e challenge o f the task 
force has been to achieve an agree-
ment as to the nature and extent o f 
difficulties within the existing pro-
grams. While data has been collect-
ed on the numbers o f cases dis-
posed of through arbitration and 
mediation over the years, there is a 
lack o f reliable exper ience data 
from attorneys and their clients on 
the existing programs in Rhode 
Island that would demonstrate their 
effectiveness from the public's 
viewpoint. 
T h e task force is also con-
sidering new initiatives, such as 
comprehensive rules, legislation, 
education and training, and admin-
istrative practices that may bring 
uniformity across all of the courts. 
New programs are expected to be 
proposed for the Supreme and 
District Courts. 
Co-chaired by Justice John 
P. Bourcier and Attorney Christine 
W. Ariel, the full task force met in 
June , September , O c t o b e r , and 
November, and expects to meet 
monthly until Spring 2 0 0 2 . First, 
members o f the bench and adminis-
trative offices o f the Superior, 
Family, Dis tr ic t , and Worker 's 
Compensat ion Courts presented 
their purposes and experience with 
the existing programs. Then , small 
groups of task force members who 
were familiar with each c o u r t 
offered their critiques of the exist-
ing programs. An additional sub-
commit tee focused on gathering 
experience data from other juris-
dictions. The task force identified 
criteria by which they would evalu-
ate any potential solutions that may 
be proposed and at tempted to 
reach agreement on the identified 
problems. Currently, subcommit-
tees for each of the courts are meet-
int» to try to achieve consensus on 
the problems identified . and to 
make recommendat ions for 
changes and/or new procedures 
and protocols. 
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State of Rhode Island 
Board of Bar Examiners 
The Board of Bar 
Examiners tests the legal knowl-
edge of bar applicants by adminis-
tering the Rhode Island bar exam-
ination on the last Wednesday and 
Thursday of February and July. 
Prior to sitting for the two-day bar 
examination, applicants must have 
graduated from a law school 
approved and accredited by the 
American Bar Association and 
must have received a scaled score 
of at least 80 on the Multistate 
Professional Responsibility Exam. 
Twelve essay questions on Rhode 
Island law are given on the first 
day, and The Multistate Bar Exam 
(MBE) is given on the second day. 
To be admitted to the 
Rhode Island Bar, applicants must 
have received a scaled score of 140 
on the MBE and successfully 
answered seven out of twelve essay 
questions, or they must have 
received a scaled score of 1 35 on the 
MBE and correctly answered nine 
out of the twelve essay questions. 
The Supreme Court 
appoints seven attorneys to the 
board for five-year terms. In 2001, 
the board was chaired by Michael R. 
Goldenberg, Esquire. Members of 
the board proctor the bar exam and 
score the responses to the essay 
questions. In 2001 , the board 
processed 286 applications and rec-
ommended 188 individuals for 
admission to the Rhode Island Bar. 
Commission on Judicial Tenure and Discipline 
The Commission on 
Judicial Tenure and Discipline was 
created in 1 9 7 4 to provide a 
forum for complaints against any 
judge or magistrate of the 
Supreme, Superior, Family, 
District, Workers' Compensation 
Courts, or the Traffic Tribunal. 
The commission, chaired by 
Superior Court Associate Justice 
Alice B. Gibney, reviews allega-
tions of serious violations of the 
Code of Judicial Conduct, includ-
ing willful and persistent failure to 
perform judicial duties; disabling 
addiction to alcohol, drugs, or 
narcotics; conduct that brings the 
judicial office into serious disre-
pute; or a physical or a mental dis-
ability that seriously interferes 
with, and will continue to inter-
fere with, the performance of 
judicial duties. 
Following a formal hear-
ing, the commission determines 
whether the charges have been sus-
tained. If eight members of the 
commission who were present 
throughout the hearing find that 
the charges have been sustained, 
the commission reports its finding 
to the Supreme Court and recom-
mends either reprimand, censure, 
suspension, removal, or retire-
ment of the judge. The commis-
sion may also recommend imme-
diate temporary suspension of the 
judge during the pendency of fur-
ther proceedings. If charges have 
not been sustained, the complaint 
is dismissed, and the judge and the 
complaining party arc notified. 
The fourteen-member 
commission represents a cross sec-
tion of the population: six repre-
sent the State Bar Association and 
the public at large and are appoint-
ed by the Governor with the 
advice and consent of the Senate; 
one is appointed by the Senate 
Majority Leader; two are appoint-
ed by the Speaker of the House; 
and five judges are appointed by 
the Supreme Court. All appoint 
ments are for three-year terms. 
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Committee on Character and Fitness 
Established by the 
Supreme Court in 1988, the 
Committee on Character and 
Fitness determines the moral fit-
ness of Rhode Island Bar appli-
cants by scrutinizing their 
finances, legal training, and crimi-
nal records, if any. Additionally, 
Since 1988 the Supreme 
Court has contracted with the 
Rhode Island Coalition Against 
Domestic Violence to administer a 
court-based, domestic-abuse vic-
tim-advocacy program. The 
statewide program was established 
in accordance with G. L. 1956 §§ 
12-28-10 and 12-29-7 to help vic-
tims of domestic violence obtain 
protection in the Family, District, 
and Superior Courts. 
The coalition is an associ-
ation of six nonprofit, domestic-
violence prevention programs, 
applicants must participate in a 
personal interview. 
If further review is war-
ranted following the interview, 
applicants may be referred to the 
full committee for a hearing. A 
recommendation is then made to 
the Supreme Court as to whether 
or not an applicant should be 
admitted to the bar or even 
allowed to take the bar examina-
tion. The Supreme Court may 
either grant the applicant's request 
or require the applicant to show 
cause why the court should ^rant 
the request. 
Domestic Abuse Victim Advocacy Program 
including the Blackstone Valley 
Advocacy Center, the Elizabeth 
Buffum Chace House, the 
Newport County Women's 
Resource Center, Sojourner 
House, the Women's Center of 
Rhode Island, and the Women's 
Resource Center of South County. 
In 2 0 0 1 , the member 
agencies of the coalition provided 
services to 9 ,121 individual 
clients, of which 9 0 % were adults 
and 10% were children and teens. 
The advocates handled 5 ,605 cases 
in District Court and assisted 
3 ,019 clients in obtaining 
Temporary Restraining Orders. 
The number of people calling for 
help continues to increase each 
year with a total of 18,056 individ-
ual callers receiving support, infor-
mation, and referrals during 2001. 
Since the inception of the Victim 
Advocacy Program, the Rhode 
Island Coalition Against Domestic 
Violence and its member agencies 
have provided comprehensive 
advocacy and support services in 
more than 94 ,600 cases. 
The victim-advocacy pro-
The committee, chaired 
by Kristen Rodgers Sullivan, 
Esquire, has seven members who 
are appointed by the Supreme 
Court. Members serve three-year 
terms. 
gram has three components. 
Victim advocates are assigned in 
each of the divisions of the 
District Court to assist victims of 
misdemeanor crimes involving 
domestic violence. Also, the advo-
cates assist victims of domestic 
violence in obtaining civil protec-
tive orders in the Family and 
District Courts throughout the 
state. In addition to assisting vic-
tims through the court process, 
the advocates help victims to pro-
tect themselves and their children 
and obtain other support services. 
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Disciplinary Board 
The Disciplinary Board 
serves two important functions: 
to protect the public and to main-
tain the integrity of the legal pro-
fession. The Supreme Court 
appoints twelve members to the 
Board, eight of whom are attor-
neys and four of whom are mem-
bers of the public. In 2 0 0 1 , for 
the first time ever, Viola Wyman, a 
non-lawyer, was appointed as 
Chairperson of the Disciplinary 
Board. 
It is the goal of the board 
to process disciplinary complaints 
filed against Rhode Island attor-
neys as expeditiously and fairly as 
possible. The board oversees the 
office of Disciplinary Counsel, 
which reviews and investigates all 
allegations of attorney miscon-
duct. When appropriate, the 
board authorizes the filing of for-
mal charges against an attorney, 
and then conducts hearings and 
makes recommendations to the 
court for the imposition of disci-
pline. While disciplinary investi-
gations are confidential, formal 
charges are heard in proceedings 
open to the public. Notice of 
these hearings is posted in the 
Supreme Court Clerk's Office and 
on the website. 
The board may also peti-
tion the Supreme Court to place 
an attorney on inactive status if he 
or she becomes mentally or physi-
cally incapacitated. 
The Supreme Court 
Disciplinary Counsel is the inves-
tigative arm of the board. Staff 
attorneys are easily accessible to 
the public, and any person who 
has a complaint about a Rhode 
Island lawyer may call the office 
and speak to a staff attorney prior 
to filing a complaint. Each year, 
thousands of Rhode Islanders con-
tact the office and receive infor-
mation. Staff attorneys can refer 
callers to other appropriate agen-
cies, bring serious matters to the 
immediate attention of the board, 
and screen out those matters 
which do not allege any miscon-
duct. Staff attorneys cannot pro-
vide legal advice. 
The Disciplinary Board 
and Counsel also work with the 
members of the Rhode Island Bar 
to improve legal ethics in this state. 
Staff attorneys are frequent presen-
ters at continuing legal education 
seminars designed to inform attor-
neys of their ethical obligations to 
their clients and to the legal system. 
The goal of the board is to reduce 
the number of complaints filed by 
increasing awareness of and compli-
ance with the Rules of Professional 
Conduct. 
The Office of Disciplinary 
Counsel investigated 301 com-
plaints in 2 0 0 1 . An additional 95 
written complaints were not 
opened for formal investigation as 
the complaints did not fall within 
the office's jurisdiction and/or 
allege a violation of the applicable 
rules. The office also received 61 
notices of overdrafts on attorney 
trust accounts. By agreement 
with the Supreme Court , financial 
institutions notify the Disciplinary 
Counsel when there has been an 
overdraft in a client's account 
maintained by attorneys. In each 
instance, the attorney is required 
to provide a satisfactory explana-
tion for the overdraft. The over-
draft notification rule acts as a sig-
nificant deterrent against the mis-
appropriation of client funds. 
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State of Rhode Island 
Intake Screening and Complaint 
1 W 1998 1999 2000 2001 
PROCESSING 
Complaints recieved 4 9 3 4 4 5 3 9 1 4 2 9 406 
Complaints opened for investigation 212 1 7 6 1 6 4 1 5 6 156 
Complaints outside jurisdiction of 
Disciplinary Board 7 7 88 81 1 0 9 95 
Informal complaints 1 8 7 1 7 4 1 3 3 1 5 1 145 
Fee disputes (no misconduct alleged) 8 7 10 1 3 10 
Notice of insufficient funds 1 3 22 2 5 1 9 61 
NATURE OF COM PLUMS 
Dissatisfaction 1 2 5 120 1 0 9 112 109 
Fee dispute 1 4 4 8 0 5 
Neglect 2 0 1 0 2 
Failure to account for funds 5 0 1 2 8 
Conviction of a crime 0 0 0 2 2 
Conflict of interest 2 4 2 3 3 
Conduct reflects adversely on bar 0 0 0 0 1 
Other 7 9 5 8 5 4 4 5 43 
SOURCE or COMPLAINTS 
Client 1 5 8 1 4 3 1 3 5 1 3 1 129 
Nonclient 3 8 3 2 27 17 22 
Judge 0 1 1 2 0 
Opposing counsel 6 2 0 2 3 
Other attorney 3 0 0 4 3 
Chief disciplinary counsel 9 4 3 5 3 
Creditor 0 0 0 0 2 
Other 0 0 2 0 1 
BOARD ACTIONS 
Cases presented before screening panel * 184 180 146 146 
Complaints with regular dismissal 185 128 130 85 89 
Complaints dismissed with 
an admonition 19 18 16 23 13 
Complaints dismissed with conditional 
letter of dismissal • 1 0 4 0 
BOARD ACTIONS (CONTINUED) 
1 9 9 7 1998 1999 2000 2001 
Complaints dismissed with cautionary 
letter to attorney * 2 4 18 0 0 
Letter of reprimand issued 2 6 5 2 1 
Authorize petition for disciplinary action * 5 4 7 16 
Referred to court under Rule 6(e) 4 1 4 4 3 
Approve decisions of board 
and transfer to the court * 11 3 4 11 
Referred to Rhode Island Bar 
Association fee arbitration 2 9 0 0 0 2 
Reconsider complaint 
prior to reinstatement * 3 1 0 0 
COURT ACTION 
Ordered to respond pursuant to Rule 6(e) 4 1 4 4 3 
Private censure 1 0 0 0 0 
Public censure 3 3 1 0 1 
Order entered requesting 
attorney under supervision * 1 1 1 0 
Disbarment (including 
consent to disbarment) 3 5 3 0 3 
Petitions dismissed * 2 0 0 0 
Reconsider prior to reinstatement 
after hearing * 1 1 0 1 
Reciprocal discipline * 2 0 1 0 
Suspensions 6 3 7 4 4 
Petition filed for convictions of crimes * 2 1 2 2 
Petitions for reinstatement filed * 2 2 3 3 
Petitions for reinstatement denied • 1 0 1 0 
Petitions for reinstatement granted with 
attorney under supervision * 1 1 4 2 
Transferred to inactive status 1 0 1 0 0 
Resignations 0 0 0 0 0 
Special magistrate appointed 1 0 1 0 1 
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State of Rhode Island 
T h e Ethics Advisory Panel 
was established by the Supreme 
C o u r t in 1 9 8 6 to provide Rhode 
Island attorneys with confidential 
advice on prospect ive behavior 
based on the Rules o f Professional 
Conduct . T h e Supreme C o u r t 
appoints five Rhode Island attor-
neys to serve on the panel for 
either two or three-year terms . 
T h e panel is c u r r e n t l y being 
chaired by Edward N e w m a n , 
Esquire. Although attorneys are 
not required to abide by panel 
T h e Future o f the Courts 
C o m m i t t e e concluded its work 
and issued a final report in May 
2 0 0 1 . T h e C o m m i t t e e was 
formed in 1 9 9 6 by then Chief 
Justice Joseph R. Weisberger. In 
his c h a r g e , C h i e f Jus t i ce 
Weisberger urged the m e m b e r s to 
examine all present judicial opera-
tions and make recommendat ions 
on what will be needed for effec-
tively operating the courts in the 
future. T h e following areas were 
targeted for examination: a review 
o f the present structure o f the 
courts ; an appraisal o f the adver-
sary process and its effectiveness 
Ethics Advisory Panel 
opinions, those who do so arc fully 
protec ted from any subsequent 
charge o f impropriety. 
Panel opinions are pub-
lished in the Rhode Island Bar 
J o u r n a l and the R h o d e Island 
Lawyers Weekly. T h e Law Library 
maintains a set o f panel opinions 
along with a topical index. The 
ABA/BNA Manual on Professional 
Conduct also indexes and publish-
es summaries o f the panel opin-
ions. In addition, Ethics Advisory 
Panel opinions arc available on the judi-
ciary's website at www.ricourts.com. 
T h e responsibilities o f the 
panel's attorney include advising 
the panel on issues o f legal ethics; 
drafting ethics opinions; rendering 
advice and guidance on a daily 
basis to attorneys making ethics 
inquiries, e i ther in person or by 
te lephone ; and providing ethics 
research to the panel, to the m e m -
bers o f the Rhode Island Bar, and 
to attorneys throughout the coun-
try. T h e panel's attorney also rep-
resents the panel in litigation. 
Future of the Courts Committee 
in certain types o f disputes; a 
review o f innovations in the jury 
sys tem; and cons iderat ion o f 
inventive uses o f technology. 
T h e c o m m i t t e e , chaired 
by S u p r e m e C o u r t Jus t i ce John 
P. B o u r c i e r , was c o m p r i s e d o f 
t h i r t y - t w o ( 3 2 ) m e m b e r s r e p r e -
s e n t i n g t h e s ta te and f e d e r a l 
c o u r t s , both R o g e r W i l l i a m s and 
Brown Univers i t i es , the prac t i c -
ing bar, and the publ ic . T h e 
r e p o r t conta ins e ighty- f ive ( 8 5 ) 
r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s c o v e r i n g a 
wide range o f issues. A few 
highlights are as fo l lows : 
In order to continue handling 
appeals without undue delay, leg-
islation should be adopted allow-
ing the Chief Justice to fill a 
vacancy on the Supreme Court by 
temporarily appointing a trial 
court judge. 
To streamline case processing 
throughout the courts, the Chief 
Justice should have greater flexi-
bility in assigning judges. The 
Chief Justice should be able to 
assign any judge of any court to 
another trial court, subject to the 
approval of the Chief Judges 
involved and the consent of the 
T h e panel received twen-
ty-five ( 2 5 ) written requests from 
attorneys seeking advisory opin-
ions in 2 0 0 1 . T h e panel issued 
eight ( 8 ) advisory opinions and 
declined to render opinions for 
n i n e r e q u e s t s p u r s u a n t t o 
Supreme C o u r t Ethics A d v i s o r y 
Panel Rule 2 entitled "Jurisdiction." 
Four ( 4 ) o f the twenty-five ( 2 5 ) 
inquiries were withdrawn by the 
inquiring attorneys. At the close 
o f 2 0 0 1 , there were 4 inquiries 
pending. 
judge to be assigned. Assignments 
should be allowed for any "desig-
nated" period. 
The right of appeal to the 
Superior Court in criminal cases 
should be limited to cases where 
there is an adjudication of guilt. 
The District Court should have 
jurisdiction to take pleas in felony 
cases with a waiver of indictment 
or information. 
To improve interpreter services in 
the courts, an examination and 
licensing process for interpreters 
should be implemented. 
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Intake Screening and Complaint 
PROCESSING 
1997 m s 1999 >U00 
Complaints r e c i e v e d 4 9 3 4 4 5 391 4 2 9 4 0 6 
Complaints opened for investigation 212 176 164 156 156 
Complaints outside jurisdict ion of 
Disciplinary Board 77 88 81 109 95 
Informal complaints 187 174 133 151 1 4 5 
Fee disputes (no misconduct a l leged) 8 7 10 13 10 
Notice o f insufficient funds 13 22 25 19 61 
NAture. OF COMPLAINTS 
Dissatisfaction 
Fee dispute 
N e g l e c t 
Failure t o account for funds 
Convict ion of a c r i m e 
Confl ict o f in te res t 
Conduct re f lec t s adversely on bar 
O t h e r 
Source OF COMPLAINTS 
125 120 109 112 109 
14 4 8 0 5 
2 0 1 0 2 
5 0 1 2 8 
0 0 0 2 2 
2 4 2 3 3 
0 0 0 0 1 
7 9 58 54 4 5 4 3 
Cl ient 
Noncl ient 
Judge 
Opposing counsel 
O t h e r a t torney 
C h i e f disciplinary counsel 
C r e d i t o r 
O t h e r 
158 143 135 131 129 
38 32 27 17 22 
0 1 1 2 0 
6 2 0 2 3 
3 0 0 4 3 
9 4 3 5 3 
0 0 0 0 2 
0 0 2 0 1 
BOARD ACTIONS 
Cases p r e s e n t e d b e f o r e screening panel 
Compla ints wi th regular dismissal 
Complaints dismissed wi th 
an admonit ion 
Compla ints dismissed with conditional 
l e t t e r o f dismissal 
* 184 
185 128 
180 
130 
146 
85 
146 
89 
Board i. VHMMJ 1997 1998 | 1999 2000 2001 
Complaints dismissed with cautionary 
l e t t e r t o a t torney * 2 4 18 0 0 
L e t t e r of repr imand issued 2 6 5 2 1 
Authorize pet i t ion for disciplinary action * 5 4 7 16 
R e f e r r e d t o cour t under Ride 6 ( e ) 4 1 4 4 3 
Approve decisions of board 
and transfer t o the c o u r t * 11 3 4 11 
R e f e r r e d t o Rhode Island Bar 
Association fee arbi trat ion 2 9 0 0 0 2 
Recons ider complaint 
pr ior t o r e i n s t a t e m e n t * 3 1 0 0 
COURT Act ions 
O r d e r e d t o respond pursuant t o Rule 6 ( e ) 4 1 4 4 3 
Pr ivate censure 1 0 0 0 0 
Public censure 3 3 1 0 1 
O r d e r e n t e r e d request ing 
a t torney under supervision * 1 1 1 0 
D i s b a r m e n t (including 
consent t o d i sbarment ) 3 5 3 0 3 
Peti t ions dismissed * 2 0 0 0 
R e c o n s i d e r pr ior t o r e i n s t a t e m e n t 
af ter hearing * 1 1 0 1 
R e c i p r o c a l discipline * 2 0 1 0 
Suspensions 6 3 7 4 4 
Pet i ton fi led for convict ions o f c r i m e s * 2 1 2 2 
Peti t ions for r e i n s t a t e m e n t filed * 2 2 3 3 
Peti t ions for r e i n s t a t e m e n t denied * 1 0 1 0 
Pet i t ions for r e i n s t a t e m e n t granted with 
a t t o r n e y under supervision * 1 1 4 2 
T r a n s f e r r e d t o inact ive status 1 0 1 0 0 
Res ignat ions 0 0 0 0 0 
Special magis t ra te appointed 1 0 1 0 1 
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State of Rhode Island 
T h e Ethics Advisory Panel 
was established by the Supreme 
C o u r t in 1 9 8 6 to provide Rhode 
Island attorneys with confidential 
advice on prospect ive behavior 
based on the Rules o f Professional 
Conduct . T h e Supreme C o u r t 
appoints five Rhode Island attor-
neys to serve on the panel for 
either two or three-year t e r m s . 
T h e panel is c u r r e n t l y be ing 
chaired by Edward N e w m a n , 
Esquire. Although attorneys are 
not required to abide by panel 
T h e Future o f the Courts 
C o m m i t t e e concluded its work 
and issued a final report in May 
2 0 0 1 . T h e C o m m i t t e e was 
formed in 1 9 9 6 by then Chief 
Justice Joseph R. Weisberger. In 
his charge , C h i e f Jus t i ce 
Weisberger urged the m e m b e r s to 
examine all present judicial opera-
tions and make recommendat ions 
on what will be needed for effec-
tively operating the courts in the 
future. T h e following areas were 
targeted for examination: a review 
o f the present structure o f the 
courts ; an appraisal of the adver-
sary process and its effectiveness 
Ethics Advisory Panel 
opinions, those who do so are fully 
protec ted from any subsequent 
charge o f impropriety. 
Panel opinions are pub-
lished in the Rhode Island Bar 
J o u r n a l and the R h o d e Island 
Lawyers Weekly. T h e Law Library 
maintains a set o f panel opinions 
along with a topical index. The 
ABA/BNA Manual on Professional 
Conduct also indexes and publish-
es summaries o f the panel opin-
ions. In addition, Ethics Advisory 
Panel opinions are available on the judi-
ciary's website at www.ricourts.com. 
T h e responsibilities o f the 
panel's attorney include advising 
the panel on issues o f legal ethics; 
drafting ethics opinions; rendering 
advice and guidance on a daily 
basis to attorneys making ethics 
inquiries, e i ther in person or by 
te lephone; and providing ethics 
research to the panel, to the m e m -
bers o f the Rhode Island Bar, and 
to attorneys throughout the coun-
try. T h e panel's attorney also rep-
resents the panel in litigation. 
Future of the Courts Committee 
in certa in types o f disputes; a 
review o f innovations in the jury 
sys tem; and cons idera t ion o f 
inventive uses o f technology. 
T h e c o m m i t t e e , cha i red 
by S u p r e m e C o u r t Jus t i ce John 
P. Bourc ie r , was c o m p r i s e d o f 
t h i r t y - t w o ( 3 2 ) m e m b e r s r e p r e -
s e n t i n g t h e s ta te and f e d e r a l 
c o u r t s , bo th R o g e r W i l l i a m s and 
B r o w n U n i v e r s i t i e s , the prac t i c -
ing bar, and the publ ic . T h e 
r e p o r t conta ins e ighty- f ive ( 8 5 ) 
r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s c o v e r i n g a 
wide range o f issues. A few 
highlights are as fo l lows : 
In order to continue handling 
appeals without undue delay, leg-
islation should be adopted allow-
ing the Chief Justice to fill a 
vacancy on the Supreme Court by 
temporarily appointing a trial 
court judge. 
To streamline case processing 
throughout the courts, the Chief 
Justice should have greater flexi-
bility in assigning judges. The 
Chief Justice should be able to 
assign any judge of any court to 
another trial court, subject to the 
approval of the Chief Judges 
involved and the consent of the 
T h e panel received twen-
ty-five ( 2 5 ) writ ten requests from 
attorneys seeking advisory opin-
ions in 2 0 0 1 . T h e panel issued 
eight ( 8 ) advisory opinions and 
declined to render opinions for 
n i n e r e q u e s t s p u r s u a n t t o 
Supreme C o u r t Ethics A d v i s o r y 
Panel Rule 2 entitled "Jurisdiction." 
Four ( 4 ) o f the twenty-five ( 2 5 ) 
inquiries were withdrawn by the 
inquiring attorneys. At the close 
o f 2 0 0 1 , there were 4 inquiries 
pending. 
judge to be assigned. Assignments 
should be allowed for any "desig-
nated"period. 
The right of appeal to the 
Superior Court in criminal cases 
should be limited to cases where 
there is an adjudication of guilt. 
The District Court should have 
jurisdiction to take pleas in felony 
cases with a waiver of indictment 
or information. 
To improve interpreter services in 
the courts, an examination and 
licensing process for interpreters 
should be implemented. 
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Court Justice Victoria S. 
Lederberg, is responsible for 
developing and administering a 
program for the continuing evalu-
ation of judicial performance 
under the Supreme Court's super-
vision. 
The primary goals of per-
formance evaluation are to pro-
mote the self- improvement o f 
individual judges as well as the 
improvement of the judiciary as a 
whole. A secondary goal is the 
improvement of the design and the 
content of continuing judicial-
education programs. 
The compiled perform-
ance evaluation data is transmitted 
periodically to the Chief Justice 
and the Chief Judges of each court. 
Sheriff's Department, and the 
Rhode Island Marshal's 
Department should be unified in 
one court security force. 
The Future of the Courts 
Committee successfully complet-
ed its task in offering the Chief 
Justice a blueprint for the future. 
Judicial Performance Evaluation Committee 
The Chief Judge of each court 
reviews the evaluations that were 
submitted during the year with 
each judge. In the Superior Court, 
either the Presiding Justice or one 
of several retired judges of that 
court may conduct this review with 
the judge under evaluation. 
Law Day Committee 
(Future of the Courts Committee continued) 
Several recommendations 
outlined in the Future of the 
Courts report have already been 
implemented. Some examples 
include the following: 
A security audit of all facilities has 
been conducted, and new security 
The Judicial Performance 
Evaluation Committee was estab-
lished in March 1993 pursuant to 
Supreme Court Rule 4 . The rule 
was adopted in recognition of the 
fact that the periodic evaluation of 
a judge's performance is a reliable 
method for promoting judicial 
excellence and competence. The 
committee, chaired by Supreme 
The Rhode Island courts 
celebrate National Law Day on 
May 1st of each year. In 1996, 
Chief Justice Joseph R. 
Weisberger formally appointed a 
Law Day Committee to coordi-
nate the activities of all Rhode 
Island judges on this annual occa-
sion. The Law Day Committee is 
currently chaired by Supreme 
Court Justice Maureen McKenna 
Goldberg and District Court and 
hardware has been purchased. 
The length of jury service in Kent 
and Providence Counties has been 
reduced from two weeks to two 
days, and judges are experiment-
ing with innovative practices, such 
as jury note taking. 
An Alternative Dispute Resolution 
Task Force has been created to 
Traffic-Tribunal Chief Judge Albert 
E. DeRobbio. Along with the 
Rhode Island Bar Association, 
Roger Williams University School 
o f Law, the Rhode Island 
Department of Elementary and 
Secondary Education, and the 
Rhode Island Police C h i e f s 
Association, the Law Day 
Committee arranges for programs 
in dozens of Rhode Island schools 
in celebration of Law Day. The 
programs emphasize the impor-
tance of law as a unifying force in 
our diverse society and provide 
students with opportunities for 
discussion with members of the 
legal community. 
The Law Day program 
includes a statewide teleconfer-
ence from the statehouse on legal 
issues that affect students as learn-
ers and citizens. Examples of 
some of the issues that have been 
addressed are searches of students 
and their lockers, breathalyzer 
testing at school events, and the 
enforcement of cigarette laws. 
Students in the studio audience 
may question panel members 
from the judiciary, legal profes-
sion, and law enforcement direct-
ly, while students watching via 
their school's cablevision may sub-
mit their questions and comments 
by telephone or email. 
Each year the Law Day 
C o m m i t t e e p r o g r a m r e a c h e s 
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evaluate existing programs and 
assess the need to expand on cur-
rent services. 
To emphasize user-friendly serv-
ice, information desks have been 
implemented in the Garrahy and 
Licht Judicial Complexes to assist 
the public. 
The Capitol Police, Rhode Island 
State of Rhode Island 
(Law Day Committee Continued) 
thousands of individuals. The com-
mittee's efforts have enabled 
members of the bench, bar, and 
law enforcement to visit class-
rooms and provide students in 
every corner of the state with 
information on legal issues such as 
the death penalty, student rights, 
and domestic violence. In addi-
tion, print media coverage, radio 
programs, and television coverage 
have enhanced awareness of the 
role of law in our society. 
O n May 4, 2 0 0 1 , the 
Rhode Island Bar Association and 
the University of Rhode Island 
Ocean State Center for Law and 
Citizen Education continued their 
17 year partnership by bringing 
approximately 150 high school 
students from Providence, East 
Providence, Central Falls, 
Pawtucket , Newpor t , and 
Woonsocket to the Center 's 
Washington Street location to cel-
ebrate Law Day. The theme of this 
year's program was "Protecting 
O u r Chi ldren . " The keynote 
speaker was Colonel Richard 
Sullivan, Acting Providence Chief 
of Police, who was joined on the 
podium by Supreme Court Justice 
Maureen McKenna Goldberg, 
Rhode Island Bar Association 
President Robert D. Oster, and 
Dr. John McCray, Vice Provost of 
the University of Rhode Island 
School of Continuing Education. 
Also, several members o f the 
Rhode Island Bar Association and 
the Department o f Attorney 
General, along with defense attor-
neys, talked with students regard-
ing racial profiling, hate crimes, 
zero tolerance, gun control legis-
lation, and the trial of youthful 
offenders as adults. 
Permanent Advisory Committee on Women and Minorities in the Courts 
The Permanent Advisory 
C o m m i t t e e on Women and 
Minorit ies in the Courts was 
established in October 1999 as an 
outgrowth of the Women in the 
Courts Committee. The goal of 
the commit tee is " to identify 
problems and make recommenda-
tions that ensure fair and equal 
treatment for all parties, attor-
neys, court employees and other 
persons who come in contact with 
the state courts ." To accomplish 
this goal, the commit tee is 
charged with "examining all levels 
of the state judicial system, includ-
ing a review of court statutes, 
rules, practices and conduct, and 
raising awareness about the prob-
lems and effects of bias in the judi-
cial process." 
The committee has twen-
ty-five members, including judges 
and non-judicial employees of the 
courts , representatives of the 
Department of the Attorney 
General and the Office of the 
Public Defender, a representative 
of Rhode Island Legal Services, 
members of the bar, and members 
of the general public who are 
broadly representative of the com-
munity. Committee members are 
appointed for two year terms. 
Superior Court Associate Justice 
Francis J. Darigan, Jr. chairs the 
committee. 
The commit tee focused 
its attention on three areas 
throughout the past year, includ-
ing a study of public perceptions 
regarding the court process, an 
examination of sentencing prac-
tices in Superior Court , and an 
effort to improve education and 
understanding regarding diversity 
issues. 
The two studies were 
funded through the cooperative 
efforts of the Rhode Island Bar 
Association, the Rhode Island 
Foundation, and the State Justice 
Institute. A public opinion survey 
that examines perceptions about 
racial and ethnic bias by court per-
sonnel and in court processes was 
distributed in the Spring and 
Summer to groups of attorneys, 
court users, jurors, and Adult 
Correct ional Institutes and 
Training School inmates, as well as 
to community organizations such 
as the International Institute, 
Progreso Latino, the Urban 
League, and the Socio Economic 
Center for Southeast Asians. 
Approximately 1 ,800 completed 
surveys were col lected. The 
results of the survey are being 
compiled and analyzed and will be 
presented in the year 2002 . 
An additional study 
examined the sentencing practices 
in Superior Court . This study has 
been conducted by the School of 
Justice Studies at Roger Williams 
University and involved a review 
of cases sentenced in 1998, 1999, 
and 2 0 0 0 to determine the extent 
to which race and ethnicity were 
factors in sentencing. The sen-
tencing study results will also be 
presented in 2002 . The commit-
tee intends to use the results of 
these two studies to develop an 
agenda for the future. 
Another focus of the 
committee has been education. An 
Education Subcommittee has pub-
lished a pamphlet entitled "Equal 
Justice for All" that describes 
appropriate language and actions 
to avoid biased behavior, or the 
appearance of bias, within the 
court context. This pamphlet has 
been distributed along with other 
materials at diversity training pro-
grams also organized by the sub-
committee. In 2001 , the commit-
tee held three diversity training 
sessions involving over 1 50 court 
employees, sheriffs, and Capitol 
Police officers. Eventually the 
committee's goal is to provide 
diversity training to all judicial 
staff, to judges, and to the bar. 
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Unauthorized Practice of Law Committee 
The Unauthorized Practice 
of Law Committee was estab-
lished in 1984 to work with the 
Department of the Attorney 
General in investigating and pros-
ecuting alleged instances of unau-
First established in 1994, 
the User-Friendly Courts 
Committee was reorganized in 
August 2001 under the direction 
of Chief Justice Frank J. Williams. 
The current committee has forty-
three members representing all of 
the primary users of court servic-
es: lawyers, victims, jurors, wit-
nesses, governmental entities, the 
media, law enforcement, private 
business, court staff, and judges. 
Justice Assistance, a pri-
vate, nonprofit organization estab-
lished in 1978, operates two court 
based programs under contract, 
Project Restitution (initiated in 
1983) and Project Victim Services 
(initiated in 1985) under a state 
court contract. The foregoing 
projects provide information, sup-
port, counseling, referral, and 
thorized individuals practicing 
law. The Supreme Court appoints 
seven Rhode Island Bar 
Association members to the com-
mittee to review complaints from 
the bar, the public, and both the 
federal and the state judiciaries. 
Since most litigation initi-
ated by the committee requests 
injunctive relief, the chair of the 
committee is required to sign ver-
ified complaints and testify in 
court hearings. Although litigation is 
User-Friendly Courts Committee 
The role of the committee, 
chaired by Supreme Court Justice 
Robert G. Flanders, Jr., is to iden-
tify areas where the courts are not 
meeting the needs of these user 
groups and recommend how the 
deficiencies can be addressed. 
The committee has focused 
on the court facilities, prioritizing 
areas such as parking, attorney/client 
conference areas, signage, and 
court information. Subcommittees 
were organized to represent the 
user constituencies of each of the 
six court buildings: the Licht and 
Garrahy Judicial Complexes in 
Providence; the Traffic Tribunal in 
Providence; the Leighton Judicial 
Complex in Warwick; the McGrath 
Judicial Complex in Wakefield; and 
the Murray Judicial Complex in 
Newport. In addition, a seventh 
subcommittee has been formed 
Victim Services Unit 
advocacy for Rhode Island crime 
victims. 
Justice Assistance requests 
that each victim complete anil 
return a victim-impact statement 
or statement of losses, which 
records physical, financial, emo-
tional, or other losses that have 
resulted from or reflect the 
impact of the criminal action. The 
statement becomes part of the 
court record and may be used to 
assess damages, restitution, fees, 
fines, or other terms of a sen-
tence. In addition, Justice 
Assistance answers victims' ques-
tions, prepares them for court 
proceedings, provides them with 
practical and emotional assistance, 
and monitors court ordered con-
handled by the Department of the 
Attorney General, committee mem-
bers, particularly the committee's 
chair, Avram Cohen, Esquire, draft 
the necessary pleadings and com-
plete the required legal research. 
specifically to address victims' 
issues. 
The subcommittees will 
review the problems that they have 
identified at each court location and 
set priorities. In 2002, the full 
committee will meet to discuss the 
subcommittees' recommendations 
and issue a preliminary report to 
Chief Justice Frank J. Williams on 
the court facilities. 
ditions when required. 
The program assisted 
11,106 crime victims in 2001. In 
addition to the court contract, 
Justice Assistance receives finan-
cial support from the Rhode 
Island Justice Commission, the 
violent crimes indemnity fund, 
and private-sector contributions 
and program fees. 
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State of Rhode Island 
Court Statistical Tables 
SUPREME COURT 
APPELLATE CASELOAD M A N N E R OF DISPOSITIONS 
CRIMINAL 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
Docketed 106 98 102 97 79 
Disposed 98 79 98 95 % 
Increase/Decrease + 8 + 19 +4 + 2 -17 
Pending 124 141 147 148 137 
CIVIL 
Docketed 321 287 281 253 237 
Disposed 329 337 271 254 277 
Increase/Decrease 8 -50 + 10 -1 -40 
Pending 348 303 318 319 279 
CERTIORARI 
Docketed 196 196 155 138 132 
Disposed 228 215 160 167 106 
Increase / Decrease -32 19 -5 -29 +26 Pending 
119 102 100 72 98 
MISCELLANEOUS 
Docketed 41 42 54 50 206 
Disposed 49 53 48 48 182 
Increase / Decrease 8 11 + 6 + 2 +24 
Pending 9 4 11 13 38 
ALL CASES 
Docketed 664 623 592 538 654 
Disposed 704 684 577 564 661 
Increase/Decrease 71 - 6 1 + 15 -26 -7 
Pending 600 550 576 552 552 
Notice of Appeal Pending 270 208 139 105 115 
Pending Greater 
Than 180 Days 
140 129 54 19 100 
MANNER/STAGE OF DISPOSITION 
BEFORE ARGUMENT 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
Withdrawn 81 87 89 71 69 
Dismissed 97 128 70 83 141 
Petition Granted 5 9 5 6 49 
Petition Denied 147 139 114 126 75 
Other 21 31 26 17 32 
Total 351 352 304 303 366 
AFTER ARGUMENT/MOTION 
CALENDAR 
Withdrawn 0 0 1 2 1 
Affirmed 113 83 44 43 48 
Modified 0 0 1 0 1 
Reversed 22 19 3 6 12 
Article I, Rule 16(g) Affirm 
Order or Judgment Below 
0 1 0 0 0 
Article I, Rule 12A Show 42 49 14 
Cause Orders 
Other 104 8 8 5 6 5 
Total O r d e r s * 114 103 65 81 
Per Curiam * 77 96 105 118 
Total 239 191 199 170 199 
AFTER ARGUMENT/MERITS 
Withdrawn 0 0 0 0 2 
Affirmed 70 56 49 62 52 
Modified 13 12 8 13 15 
Reversed 31 31 17 16 27 
Total 114 99 74 91 96 
Total Dispositions 704 684 577 564 661 
% Disposed o f Within 300 
Days of D o c k e t i n g 
* * 47% 45% 43% 
* Not available. 
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SUPERIOR Court 
F E L O N Y C A S E L O A D M A N N E R O F D I S P O S I T I O N S - F E L O N I E S 
Felonies 
Providence / Bristol County 
1997 1998 1 9 9 9 20(10 2 0 U I 
Cases Filed 
4 , 6 3 ) 4 , 6 ( ) 6 4 , 1 3 0 4 ,180 4,271 Cases Disposed 
4.629 4,672 4,491 4 , 2 2 0 4,383 Caseload Increase/Decrease 
+ 4 -66 -361 -4<) - 1 1 2 
T o t a l P e n d i n g C u r * 1 . 7 ) ) 1,674 1 , 5 6 2 1 , 6 1 9 1 , 7 6 1 
C a n O v e r 1 8 0 D a y * O l d 8 5 4 8 1 2 6 7 8 828 5 8 8 
From Filing 4 9 V . 4 9 V . 4 3 V . 5 I V . 1 1 % 
Kent County Cases Filed 
6 ) 2 6 8 9 5 7 5 671 5 6 1 Cases Disposed 
7 0 4 7 8 6 5 9 0 581 598 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -72 -97 -15 + 9 0 - ) 5 
T o t a l Pending Cases 208 I I ) 1 2 1 198 1 9 5 
C a s e s O v e r 1 8 0 D a y s O l d 93 30 3 S 7 8 7 ) 
V . G r e a t e r T h a n I S O D a i 
F r o m F i l i n g 
4 5 V . 27V. 2 9 V . 3 9 V . 3 7 % 
Newport County 
C a s e s F i l e d 359 276 305 3 1 4 311 
C a s e s D i s p o s e d 426 316 265 3 3 4 34 1 
C a s e l o a d I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e -67 -40 + 4<) - 2 0 -32 
T o t a l P e n d i n g C a s e s 57 43 49 91 95 
C a s e s O v e r 1 8 0 D a y s O l d 1 9 1 5 20 26 24 
V . G r e a t e r T h a n 1 8 0 D a y s 
F r o m F i l i n g 
)3°/o 3 5 % 4 1 % 2 9 % 2 5 % 
Washington County 
C a s e s F i l e d 3 4 2 342 152 386 449 
C a s e s D i s p o s e d 3 9 1 3 7 F 3 2 8 405 496 
C a s e l o a d I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e - 4 9 H i + 2 4 -19 - 47 
T o t a l P e n d i n g C a s e s 1 1 8 68 91 1 3 2 78 
C a s e s O v e r 1 8 0 D a y s O l d 49 17 23 28 1 3 
% G r e a t e r T h a n 1 8 0 D a y s 
F r o m F i l i n g 
4 2 % 2 5 % 2 5 % 2 1 % 1 7 % 
Statewide 
C a s e s F i l e d 5 , 9 6 6 5,91 i 5,362 5,551 5,594 
C a s e s D i s p o s e d 6 , 1 5 0 6 ,149 5 , 6 7 4 5,540 5,820 
C a s e l o a d I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e 1 8 4 -236 -312 + 1 1 -226 
T o t a l P e n d i n g C a s e s 2,116 1,898 1 , 8 2 3 2 , 0 4 0 2,129 
C a s e s O v e r 1 8 0 D a y s O l d 1,015 8 7 4 7 5 6 960 698 
V . G r e a t e r T h a n 1 8 0 D a y s 
F r o m F i l i n g 
4 8 % 4 6 % 4 2 % 4 7 % 3 3 V . 
Providence / Bristol County 
1 9 9 7 1998 1 9 9 9 20Q0 2 0 0 I 
I f l e d 4 , 1 4 5 4 . 1 7 8 4 , 0 2 7 3 , 8 2 5 3 . 9 4 ) 
1 3 8 8 5 6 
D i s m i s s e d 388 406 1 9 0 311 167 
T r i a l 8 0 7 ) 6 5 79 66 
O t h e r ) • 7 1 0 1 
"local 4 , 6 2 9 4 6 7 2 4 , 4 9 1 4 . 2 2 0 4 . 1 8 1 
% Disposed of' Leva Than 
ISO Days From fi l ing • - • 66% 6 7 % 
Kent County 
P l e d 600 699 5 1 7 4 9 2 4MO 
F i l e d 1 1 17 233 26 19 
D i s m i s s e d 5 9 37 4 3 4 8 64 
Trial 34 3 0 6 14 IS 
O t h e r O 
_ -
1 1 O 
T o t a l 704 7 8 6 5 9 0 5 8 1 59H 
% Disposed of Leas Than 
180 Days From Filing * 
* * 7 6 V . 68V. 
Newport County 
P l e d 357 2 6 9 2 3 4 2 8 4 ) 1 ) 
F i l e d 27 14 1 1 1 3 9 
D i s m i s s e d 37 31 18 3 4 1 9 
Trial 5 2 1 3 2 
O t h e r 0 O 1 0 0 
T o t a l 4 2 6 3 1 6 265 3 34 3 4 3 
% Disposed of Cess Than 
ISO Days From Filing 
* * * 7 6 % 7 8 % 
Washington County 
P l e d 332 320 2 9 5 341 427 
F i l e d 2 9 9 14 1 4 
D i s m i s s e d 3 2 3 4 1 9 4 5 4 1 
T r i a l 2 1 1 1 4 5 8 
O t h e r 4 1 f 0 6 
T o t a l 391 375 328 4 ( ) 5 4 9 6 
% Disposed of Less Than 
I S O Days From Filing * * 
* 68°/., 8 1 % 
Statewide 
P l e d 5,434 5 , 4 6 6 S,073. 4,942 5,163 
F i l e d 53 4 8 51 5 8 68 
D i s m i s s e d 516 5 0 8 4 7 0 438 4 9 1 
Trial 1 4 0 1 1 6 7 6 101 91 
O t h e r 7 11 4 1 7 
T o t a l 6 , 1 5 0 6,149 S . 6 7 4 5 , 5 4 0 5 , 8 2 0 
% D i s p o s e d o f Less T h a n 
ISO D a y s F r o m F i l i n g * 
* * 6 8 % 69V. 
34 Not available. 2001 Report on the Judiciary 
State of Rhode Island 
SUPERIOR COURT 
M I S D E M E A N O R CASELOAD M A N N E R OF DISPOSITIONS - M I S D E M E A N O R S 
MISDEMEANORS 
Providence / Bristol County 
Cases Filed 
1997 
252 
1 9 9 8 
4 0 2 
1 9 9 9 
4 5 8 
2 0 0 0 
171 
2 0 0 1 
187 
Misdemeanors 
Providence / Bristol County 
Pled 
1997 
143 
1 9 9 8 
154 
1 9 9 9 
4 4 9 
2 0 0 0 
141 
2001 
8 9 
Filed 7 5 1 1 0 3 
Cases Disposed 221 218 557 192 147 Dismissed 4 6 18 85 33 19 
Caseload I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e + 31 + 184 - 9 9 -21 + 4 0 Trial 14 17 11 18 ~ 16 
T o t a l P e n d i n g C a s e s 1 ) 8 2 4 8 188 135 8 9 O t h e r 1 1 4 1 O 0 
Cases O v e r 9 0 Days Old 8 3 115 133 103 6 3 T o t a l 221 2 1 8 5 5 7 192 147 
% G r e a t e r T h a n 9 0 D a y s Mr/,, 4 6 % 7 1 % 7 6 % 7 1 % 
% D i s p o s e d of L e s s T h a n 
9 0 D a y s F r o m F i l i n g 
* * # 1 8 % 1 7 % 
F r o m F i l i n g 
Kent County 
Cases Filed 81 6 3 8 9 9 5 71 
Kent County 
Pled 6 3 4 0 4 5 34 4 6 
Cases Disposed 100 6 9 6 9 9 0 7 9 Filed " 14 16 9 28 16 
Caseload Increase / Decrease -19 - 6 + 2 0 + 5 - 8 
Dismissed 13 9 10 15 14 
Trial 8 2 2 7 1 
T o t a l P e n d i n g C a s e s 2 6 14 31 15 31 O t h e r 2 2 3 6 3 
Cases O v e r 9 0 Days Old 14 8 Ts 9 12 T o t a l IOO 6 9 6 9 9 0 7 9 
% G r e a t e r T h a n 9 0 D a y s 
F r o m F i l i n g 
5 4 % 5 7 % 4 8 % 6 0 % 3 9 % 
% D i s p o s e d o f L e s s T h a n 
9 0 D a y s F r o m F i l i n g * * 
* 4 8 % 5 6 % 
Newport County 
Cases Filed 31 54 41 6 0 152 
Newport County 
Pled 2 0 38 4 9 61 56 
Cases Disposed 4 6 7 2 7 4 106 115 Filed 6 12 8 1 5 41 
Caseload Increase / D e c r e a s e >15 -18 -33 -46 + 37 Dismissed n
- 14 13 25 16 
1 7 18 2 3 18 53 Trial 
i 5 3 2 2 Total pending Cases Other 8 3 1 3 0 
Cases O v e r 9 0 Days Old 4 10 18 17 17 Total 4 6 7 2 7 4 106 115 
% G r e a t e r T h a n 9 0 D a y s 
F r o m F i l i n g 
3 3 % 5 6 % 7 8 % 9 4 % 3 2 % % D i s p o s e d of L e s s T h a n 
9 0 D a y s F r o m F i l i n g * 
* * 4 7 % 5 5 % 
Washington County 
Cases Filed 6 4 42 4 6 62 4 0 
Washington County 
Pled 
8 8 35 18 4 3 24 
Cases Disposed 132 65 4 6 9 0 51 Filed 2 0 11 8 9 7 
Caseload I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e 68 - 2 3 0 -28 - 1 1 Dismissed 1 3 15 8 30 16 
T o t a l P e n d i n g C a s e s 27 1 5 2 0 I S 6 Trial 9 3 2 6 3 
Cases O v e r 9 0 Days Old 9 10 
O t h e r 2 1 10 2 1 | T o t a l 132 6 5 4 6 9 0 51 
% G r e a t e r T h a n 9 0 D a y s 
F r o m F i l i n g 
Statewide 
Cases Filed 
7 0 % 
4 2 8 
2 7 % 
561 
1 0 % 
6 3 4 
6 7 % 
388 
3 3 % 
4 5 0 
% D i s p o s e d o f L e s s T h a n 
9 0 D a y s F r o m F i l i n g 
Statewide 
Pled 3 1 4 267 
* 
561 
3 2 % 
279 
5 4 % 
215 
Cases Disposed 4 9 9 4 2 4 7 4 6 4 7 8 392 Filed 4 7 4 4 36 52 6 7 
Caseload Increase / D e c r e a s e -71 + 137 -112 - 9 0 + 58 Dismissed 83 7 6 1 16 103 US 
T o t a l P e n d i n g C a s e s 2 0 3 2 9 5 2 6 2 183 179 Trial 32 2 7 IK 33 2 0 
Cases O v e r 9 0 Days Old 120 137 168 139 9 4 O t h e r Total 
% Disposed of Less Than 
9 0 D a y s F r o m F i l i n g 
23 
4 9 9 
* 
10 
424 
1 S 
7 4 6 
* 
11 
4 7 8 
3 1 % 
4 
3 9 2 
3 8 % 
% G r e a t e r T h a n 9 0 D a y s 
F r o m F i l i n g 
5 9 % 4 6 % 6 4 % 7 6 % 5 3 % 
* Not available. 
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SUPERIOR COURT 
C I V I L C A S E L O A D M A N N E R O F D I S P O S I T I O N - T R I A L C A L E N D A R S O N L Y 
C i v i l A c t i o n s 1997 1998 1999 2 0 0 0 2001 
Providence / Bristol County 
C u r t Filed 6 , 2 2 6 6 , 4 7 9 6 , 6 4 3 6 , 7 0 0 6 , 8 5 8 
Cases Disposed 4 , 9 5 0 
Trial Calendar Summary: 
Cases Added 2 , 0 9 1 1,8'M 1 , 8 6 5 1 , 7 9 + 1 ,803 
Cases Disposed 2 , 0 0 6 2 , 0 0 6 ~ 2.117 2 , 0 2 9 1 ,833 
Caseload I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e + 8 5 - 1 1 3 2 5 + 235 - 3 0 
Pending at Year-End 
3 , 2 7 2 3 ,142 2 , 7 9 8 2 , 4 2 2 " 2 , 2 8 0 
Kent C'ount% 
Cases Filed 1 ,082 1,071 1 , 0 3 9 9 5 8 1 ,088 
Cases Disposed 8 2 3 
Trial Calendar Summary: 
Cases Added 374 2 7 6 2 6 6 328 344) 
Cases Disposed 
4 7 8 2 4 0 4 5 2 3 6 9 
Caseload I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e - 1 0 4 + 36 128 12+ - 2 9 
Pending at Year-End 
4 7 1 4 7 5 351 348 3 3 0 
Newport County 
Cases Filed 568 543 5+3 5 6 4 5 8 7 
Cases Disposed 507 
Trial Calendar Summary: 
Cases Added 135 137 179 196 177 
Cases Disposed 141 2 0 3 193 170 2 5 3 
Caseload I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e -8 - 6 6 - 1 4 -t 2 6 - 7 6 
P e n d i n g at Y e a r - E n d 3 1 7 2 2 5 2 0 4 231 149 
Washington County 
Cases Filed 7 0 4 (>5+ 6 3 1 6 3 9 6 6 9 
Cases Disposed 4 7 7 
Trial Calendar S u m m a r y : 
Cases Added 2 1 6 2 4 3 201 181 195 
Cases Disposed 302 2 2 0 IXO 2 2 0 166 
Caseload I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e 8 6 -1 23 + 21 39 + 2 9 
P e n d i n g at Y e a r - E n d 2 4 5 271 2 9 8 2 5 8 2 8 5 
S t a t e w i d e 
Cases Filed 8, 580 K.7+7 8 , 8 5 6 8 , 8 6 1 9 , 2 0 2 
Cases Disposed 6 , 7 5 7 
Trial Calendar Summary: 
Cases Added 2 , 8 I ( . 2 , 5 4 9 2 , 5 1 1 2 , 4 9 9 2 , 5 1 5 
Cases Disposed 2 , 9 2 9 2, (.(,') 2 , 8 8 5 2 , 8 7 1 2 , 6 2 1 
Caseload I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e 1 1 3 - 1 2 0 - 3 7 5 372 - 1 0 6 
P e n d i n g a t Year—End 4 , 3 0 5 4 , 1 1 3 3,651 3 ,259 3 , 0 4 4 
Providence / Bristol County 
1997 
9 0 
1998 
117 
1999 
118 
2 0 0 0 
148 
2001 
114 
Judicial Decisions 78 8 0 101 9 7 9 4 
Total Trials 1 6 8 197 2 1 9 2 4 5 2 0 8 
D i s m i s s e d / S e t t l e d / O t h e r 1 ,477 1 ,485 1 ,510 1 ,449 1 ,243 
A r b i t r a t i o n / O t h e r Exceptions 361 3 2 4 3 6 8 335 182 
T o t a l D i s p o s e d 2 , 0 0 6 2 , 0 0 6 2 , 1 1 7 2 , 0 2 9 1 ,831 
Kent County 
Verdicts 2 0 3 9 32 18 
Judicial Decis ions 21 8 22 22 21 
Total Trials 41 11 31 54 39 
D i s m i s s e d / S e t t l e d / O t h e r 170 120 2 30 308 2 5 8 
Arbitration/Other Exceptions 67 109 134 9 0 7 2 
T o t a l D i s p o s e d 4 7 8 2 4 0 395 4 5 2 369 
Newport County 
Verdicts 9 1 7 9 5 
Judicial Decis ions 4 7 5 12 30 
Total Trials 13 8 12 2 1 35 
D i s m i s s e d / S e t t l e d / O t h e r 1 16 175 168 132 178 
A r b i t r a t i o n / O t h e r Exceptions 14 2 0 13 17 4 0 
T o t a l D i s p o s e d 143 2 0 3 193 170 2 5 3 
Washington County 
Verdicts 11 16 8 14 11 
Judicial Decis ions 2 3 8 6 10 4 
Total Trials 34 2 4 14 2 4 15 
D i s m i s s e d / S e t t l e d / O t h e r 2 0 9 173 139 180 126 
A r b i t r a t i o n / O t h e r Except ions 59 23 27 16 2 5 
Tota l D i s p o s e d 302 2 2 0 180 2 2 0 166 
Statewide 
Verdicts 130 137 142 203 148 
Judicial Decis ions 126 103 134 141 149 
Total Trials 2 5 6 2 4 0 2 7 5 344 2 9 7 
Dismissed/Set t l e d / O t h e r 2 , 1 7 2 1 , 9 5 3 2 , 0 6 7 2 , 0 6 9 1 ,805 
A r b i t r a t i o n / O t h e r Exceptions 501 4 7 6 542 4 5 8 5 1 9 
T o t a l D i s p o s e d 2 , 9 2 9 2 , 6 6 9 2 , 8 8 5 2 ,871 2 , 6 2 1 
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FAMILY COURT 
D O M E S T I C R E L A T I O N S J U V E N I L E 
DOMESTIC 1 9 9 7 1 9 9 8 1 9 9 9 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 
Providence / Bristol 
County 
F i l e d 2 , 6 7 9 2 , 7 8 5 2 , 9 4 2 3 , 0 6 2 3 , 1 7 2 
F i l e d - D i v o r c e only * * • * 2 , 7 8 0 
D i s p o s e d • * * * 2 , 8 5 3 
I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e • • • * - 7 3 
C a s e s G r e a t e r t h a n 3 6 0 
D a y s O l d 
2 2 6 4 7 1 4 6 
Kent County 
F i l e d 8 5 9 8 7 1 8 3 3 8 9 5 8 5 4 
F i l e d - D i v o r c e only * _ Si * * 7 4 9 
D i s p o s e d * * Si 8 6 8 
I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e * • • - 1 1 9 
C a s e s G r e a t e r t h a n 3 6 0 
0 0 0 1 5 
D a y s O l d 
Washington County 
Fi led 5 9 5 6 1 2 5 7 0 5 5 6 5 9 5 
F i l e d - D i v o r c e only • • * 5 0 7 
D i s p o s e d * * * * 5 JO 
I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e * • * * - 2 3 
C a s e s G r e a t e r than 3 6 0 
D a y s O l d 
0 0 0 0 2 
Newport County 
F i l e d 3 9 3 3 6 9 3 5 3 361 3 9 6 
F i l e d - D i v o r c c only • * * * 3 4 3 
D i s p o s e d * * * * 3 7 9 
I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e » • * * - 3 6 
C a s e s G r e a t e r t h a n 36() 
0 0 0 0 
D a y s O l d 
Statewide 
Fi led 4 , 5 2 6 4 , 6 3 7 4 , 6 9 8 4 , 8 7 4 5 , 0 1 7 
F i l e d - D i v o r c e only » * * * 4 , 3 7 9 
D i s p o s e d * * * * 4 , 6 3 0 
I n c r e a s e / D e c r e a s e * • • - 2 5 1 
C a s e s G r e a t e r t h a n 3 6 0 2 8 
Days O l d 
ABUSE COMPLAINTS FILED 
P r o v i d e n c e / B r i s t o l C o u n t y 2 , 1 2 0 2 , 1 1 3 2 , 0 6 6 2 , O I 5 1 , 8 4 6 
K e n t C o u n t y 3 6 7 3 9 6 3 5 8 3 3 2 301 
N e w p o r t C o u n t y 2 6 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 0 1 1 8 0 
W a s h i n g t o n C o u n t y 2 2 7 2 5 7 1 8 3 2 2 1 1 4 3 
S t a t e w i d e T o t a l 2 , 9 7 6 ? ,9NX . \ H ! X 2 , 7 6 9 2 , 4 7 0 
S u p p o r t 
P e t i t i o n s F i l e d 
5 , 1 2 4 3 , 3 7 0 3 , 9 9 8 3 , 7 4 3 3 , 8 5 7 
JUVENILE FILINGS BY CATEGORY 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
Wayward/Delinquent 7 ,516 6,880 6 ,126 6 ,756 6,823 
Dependency/Neglect/Abuse 1,523 1,770 1,486 1,445 1,569 
Termination Parental Rights 358 396 324 411 325 
Adoption/Guardianship 598 591 610 570 492 
Violations 806 854 884 901 786 
Other 70 64 71 76 59 
Total F i l ings 10,871 10,555 9,501 10,159 10,054 
JUVENILE CALENDAR RESULTS FOR 
WAYWARD/DEUNQIIENT CASES ONLY 
Providence/Bristol Countv 
Hied 4,870 4 ,366 3,820 4 ,444 5,190 
Disposed 5,066 4,417 3,751 3,836 4,741 
Increase/Decrease 196 -101 + 69 + 608 +449 
% A d j u d i c a t e d W i t h i n 90 Days o f F i l ing * * 56% 4 6 % 3 6 % 
Kent Countv 
Filed 1,174 1,050 1,044 1,146 1,141 
Disposed 1,106 1,070 922 938 1,075 
Increase/Decrease 68 20 + 122 + 208 + 6 6 
% A d j u d i c a t e d W i t h i n 90 Days o f F i l ing * * 4 7 % 4 2 % 2 9 % 
Washington County 
Filed 838 859 737 717 736 
Disposed 871 755 712 580 717 
Increase / Decrease 33 + 102 + 25 + 137 + 19 
% A d j u d i c a t e d W i t h i n 90 Days o f F i l ing * * 5 2 % 4 9 % 3 5 % 
Newport Countv 
Filed 654 605 525 449 542 
Disposed 706 562 494 416 481 
Increase /Decrease -72 43 + 31 + 33 +61 
% Adjudic a t e d W i t h i n 90 Days o f Fi l ing * * 4 2 % 4 3 % 3 2 % 
Statewide 
Filed 7,516 6,880 6,126 6,756 7,609 
Disposed 7,749 6,795 5,879 5,770 7,014 
Increase / Decrease 233 85 + 247 1 986 + 595 
% A d j u d i c a t e d W i t h i n 90 Days o f F i l ing * * 5 3 % 4 5 % 3 5 % 
* Not available. 
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FAMILY COURT DISTRICT COURT 
C H I L D P R O T E C T I O N C I V I L 
JUVENILE CALENDAR RESULTS FOR 
2001 
CHILD PROTECTION CASES ONLY 
Providence / Bristol C o u n t y 
Filed 1,854 
Disposed 2,140 
Increase/Decrease - 2 8 6 
% A d j u d i c a t e d w i t h i n 180 Days o f F i l i n g 7 3 % 
Kent County 
Filed 295 
Disposed 240 
Increase/Decrease + 55 
% A d j u d i c a t e d w i t h i n 180 Days o f F i l i n g 6 8 % 
Washington County 
Filed 176 
Disposed 214 
Increase/Decrease - 3 8 
% A d j u d i c a t e d w i t h i n 180 Days o f F i l i n g 8 2 % 
Newport County 
Filed 120 
Disposed 118 
Increase/Decrease +2 
% A d j u d i c a t e d w i t h i n 180 Days o f F i l i n g 7 4 % 
Statewide 
Filed 2,445 
Disposed 2,712 
Increase / Decrease - 2 6 7 
% A d j u d i c a t e d w i t h i n 180 Days o f F i l i n g 7 3 % 
Second Divis ion - 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
Newport County 
Cases Filed 1,191 1,169 1,208 1,175 1,259 
Cases Disposed 1,301 1,337 1,428 1,371 1,093 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -110 168 -220 -196 + 166 
Third Division -
Kent County 
Cases Filed 2,341 2 ,199 2 ,306 2,267 2,604 
Cases Disposed 2 ,655 2,918 3,263 3,182 3,168 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -314 719 -957 -915 - 5 6 4 
Fourth Divis ion -
Washington County 
Cases Filed 1,206 1,148 1,008 989 1,037 
Cases Disposed 1,109 982 889 962 1,048 
Caseload Increase/Decrease + 97 - 1 6 6 + 119 + 27 -11 
Sixth Divis ion -
Providence /Bristol County 
Cases Filed 11,635 11,969 12,083 12,996 13,034 
Cases Disposed 9,952 8 ,885 8 ,814 9 ,296 11,499 
Caseload Increase/Decrease + 1,683 -3 ,084 + 3 ,269 + 3,700 + 1,535 
Statewide 
Cases Filed 16,373 16,485 16,605 17,427 17,934 
Cases Disposed 15,017 14,122 14,394 14,811 16,808 
MANNER OF DISPOSITION 
Defaults 6,421 5,827 5 ,539 5,940 6,026 
Settlements 4 ,032 3,492 3,297 3 ,596 5,418 
Judgments 4 , 5 5 4 4 , 7 9 4 5,538 5 ,259 5,360 
Other 10 9 2 0 16 4 
Tota l 15,017 14,122 14,394 14,811 16,808 
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State of Rhode Island 
DISTRICT COURT 
C R I M I N A L S M A L L C L A I M S 
Second Division - 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
Newport County 
Case* Filed 1,051 2,584 2,106 2,437 2,760 
Cast's Disposed 2,42 J 2,589 1,920 2,597 2,723 
Cast-lend Increase/Decrease + 630 +95 + 176 -160 + 17 
Total Pending • • • 609 197 
Pending G r e a t e r Than 60 
Days from Filing * * * 
476 2 1 2 
Third Division -
Kent County 
Casts Filed 5,610 5,236 5,288 4,687 4,786 
Cast's Disposed S,624 5,050 5.162 5,971 4,858 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -14 + 186 + 126 -1.284 -72 
Total Pending * * * 489 271 
Pending G r e a t e r Than 60 
Days From Filing • * * 
25 3 SI 
fourth Division -
Washington County-
Cases Filed 3,08 5 3,437 3,481 3,943 4,508 
Cases Disposed 3,067 3,302 i.394 3,801) 4.441 
Caseload Increase/Decrease + 18 + 135 + 87 + 143 +65 
Total Pending • • 529 528 
Pending G r e a t e r Than 60 
Days From Filing 
Sixth Division -
* * * 279 102 
Providence / Bristol County 
Cases Filed IS,361 15,002 14.984 16,950 18,298 
Cases Disposed 14,704 14,478 14.054 16,481 18,159 
Caseload Increase /Decrease + 657 + 524 + 930 + 469 + 119 
Total Pending • • • 2,912 2,622 
Pending G r e a t e r Than 60 
Days Front Fil ing 
Statewide 
• * * 1,770 1,705 
Cases Filed 27,109 26,259 25,864 28,017 10,352 
Cases Disposed 25,818 2S.3I9 24,504 28,850 10,181 
Caseload Increase/Decrease + 1291 + 940 + 1360 833 + 169 
Total Pending • • * 4,539 1,820 
Pending G r e a t e r Than 60 
Days From Filing 
MANNER OF DISPOSITION 
* * * 2,778 2,280 
Plead * 14,224 12,742 19,632 20,690 
Filed • 4,214 6,126 183 166 
Dismissed * 5,977 4,166 5,942 7,656 
Trials * 256 245 473 634 
Other • 648 1,225 2,620 1,016 
Total • 25,319 24,504 28.850 10,182 
% Disposed o f Less than 60 
Days from filing 
Felonies 
* * * 83% 88% 
Sta tewide 
filed 5,878 5,941 5.885 6,671 7,197 
FELONIES AND MISDEMEANORS 
Statewide 
Charges Filed 44,273 42,574 • * 
Bail Hearings 922 622 583 * * 
Second Division -
Newport County 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
Cases Filed 1,327 1,192 944 939 802 
Cases Disposed 1,518 1,387 746 1,020 693 
Caseload Increase/Decrease 191 195 + 198 81 + 109 
Third Division -
Kent County 
Cases Filed 2,918 2,750 2,359 2,113 2,167 
Cases Disposed 4,675 4,192 4 ,219 4,312 3,897 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -1,757 1,442 1,860 -2,199 -1,730 
Fourth Division -
Washington County 
Cases Filed 1,391 1,433 974 1,456 1,312 
Cases Disposed 1,682 1,746 1,276 1,383 1,377 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -291 313 302 + 7 3 -65 
Sixth Division -
Providence / Bristol County 
Cases Filed 12,178 12,962 10,842 10,090 9,760 
Cases Disposed 11,917 14,225 11,735 13,642 11,144 
Caseload Increase/Decrease + 261 1263 893 -3,642 -1,384 
Statewide 
Cases Filed 17,814 18,337 15,119 14,598 14,041 
Cases Disposed 19,792 21,556 17,976 20,357 17,111 
MANNER OF DISPOSITION 
Defaults 10,193 12,285 9,447 10,504 8,684 
Settlements 7,007 6,554 6,205 7 ,684 6,453 
Judgments 2,592 2,717 2,324 2,169 1,974 
Total 19,792 21,556 17,976 20,357 17,111 
OTHER CATEGORIES 
Domestic Abuse 1,078 961 793 760 669 
Administrative Appeals 1+3 67 130 140 152 
Mental Health Hearings 755 537 629 624 516 
* Not available. 39 
WORKERS' COMPENSATION COURT 
CASELOAD S U M M A R Y 
EMPLOYEE PETITIONS 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
Original 2,918 2,807 3,006 3,168 3,201 
To Review 1,555 1,476 1,544 1,565 2,400 
Second Injury 5 9 1 3 1 
To Enforce 640 608 544 714 786 
Total 5,118 4,900 5,095 5,450 6,388 
EMPLOYER PETITIONS 
To Review 1,674 1,566 1,594 1504 1,678 
O t h e r 
Lump Sum Settlement 877 836 742 754 713 
Hospital/Physician Fees 38 * * * 42 
Other 187 102 120 119 143 
Total 1,102 938 862 873 898 
Total Petitions 7,894 7,404 7,551 7,827 8,964 
Total Dispositions 8,219 7,743 7,319 8,018 8,877 
Caseload Increase/Decrease -325 -339 + 232 -191 + 8 7 
Total Pending Caseload 2,796 2,462 2,706 2,519 2,603 
Total Cases Pending Trial * 1,366 1,479 1,328 1,188 
Cases Pending Trial 
G r e a t e r Than 270 Days 
* 452 563 546 475 
* Not available. 
M A N N E R / S T A G E OF DISPOSITION 
PRETRIAL 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
Pretrial Order 2,136 2,087 2,370 2,700 3,281 
Order 4 23 14 18 14 
Decree 12 31 47 49 50 
Consent Decree 133 97 113 145 123 
Major Surgery 60 24 47 29 20 
Withdrawn 1,394 1,109 1,153 1,295 1,511 
Discontinued 25 38 48 46 44 
Dismissed 32 35 12 14 35 
Other 882 968 925 956 1,142 
Total 4,678 4,412 4,729 5,252 6,220 
TRIAL 
Decision 804 777 505 577 604 
Consent Decree 329 328 272 274 251 
Trial Claim Withdrawn 679 685 579 686 620 
Petition Withdrawn 329 206 139 141 154 
Order 91 113 71 114 80 
Dismissed 33 43 24 16 19 
Discontinue 9 4 1 12 14 
Other 1,005 900 820 814 817 
Total 3,279 3,079 2,422 2,635 2,559 
APPEALS 262 252 168 131 98 
TOTAL DISPOSITIONS 8,219 7,743 7,319 8,018 8,877 
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State of Rhode Island 
TRAFFIC TRIRUNAL 
CASELOAD S U M M A R Y 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
Total Summonses Issued 156,776 164,059 123,719 160,056* 152,525 
RITT Summonses Issued 92,028 99,389 76,343 88,149 89,727 
(Total Violations) (116,309) (128.449) 
RITT Summonses Disposed 96,014 106,S12f 128,862 123,673 104,042 
BREAKDOWN of DISPOSED SUMMONSES 
Court Hearings , 57,073 79,115 95,225 90,607 66,990 
Pay by Mail 38,941 27,397f 33,637 33,066 37,052 
Total 96,014 106,512f 128,862 123,673 104,042 
BREATHALYZER REFUSALS 
Filed 
1,861 1,687 1,570 1,693 1,633 
Disposed 1,692 ; 1,958 1,528 1,903 1,678 
Pending * * • * * * * 78 85 
DUI/.08 
Filed 26 
Disposed 27 
Pending 1 
INSURANCE 
Filed 12,707 10,055 8,342 9,862 9,539 
Disposed 15,817 17,221 16,249 18,014 10,855 
Pending * * * * * * 2,318 93 
APPEALS 
Filed 690 1,256 611 562 513 
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SUMMARY OF THE COURTS' CASELOAD FOR THE YEAR 2001 
COURT CASE T Y P E FILINGS DISPOSITIONS 
Supreme Court 654 6^1 
Superior Court Felonies 
Misdemeanors 
Civil 
5,594 
450 
9,202 
5,820 
392 
6 ,757 A 
Family Court Juvenile 
Divorce 
Miscellaneous Petitions 
Abuse 
Child Support 
10,054 
4 ,379 
638 
2 ,760 
3 ,857*** 
9 ,726* 
4 ,630 
2 ,470** 
District Court Misdemeanors 30,352 30,183 
Small Claims 
Civil 
Abuse 
14,041 
17,934 
669 
17,111 
16,808 A C i v i l t r i a l c a l e n d a r o n l y . 
Other 668 * W a y w a r d / D e l i n q u e n t only. 
Workers' Compensation Court 8,964 8,877 
* * C o u n t y disposi t ions a r e 
e s t i m a t e d . 
Traffic Tribunal 89,727 104,042 
* * * R e c i p r o c a l filings stay o p e n 
until a g e o f m a j o r i t y o f chi ld 
unless o t h e r w i s e o r d e r e d by 
Totals 199,943 207,477 
c o u r t . 
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State of Rhode Island 
THE BUDGET FOR THE RHODE ISLAND COURTS 
F i V E - Y E A R COMPARISON 
FY 1998 FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 
Actual Actual Actual Actual Revised 
State Budget $ 3 , 7 2 2 , 9 9 3 , 0 2 4 $ 4 , 1 1 9 , 4 0 5 , 1 7 9 $4 ,425 ,876 ,809 $4 ,839 ,776 ,721 $5 ,317 ,423 ,981 
Increase 9 4 2 , 3 9 5 , 2 1 4 3 9 6 , 4 1 2 , 1 5 5 3 0 6 , 4 7 1 , 6 3 0 4 1 3 , 8 9 9 , 9 1 2 4 7 7 , 6 4 7 , 2 6 0 
Judicial Budget 5 7 , 3 2 1 , 7 0 8 6 0 , 9 0 2 , 2 4 7 6 1 , 0 8 3 , 0 1 5 6 4 , 1 3 3 , 4 6 2 7 4 , 1 6 4 , 6 9 2 
Increase 3 , 2 6 5 , 2 8 0 3, 5 8 0 , 5 3 9 180 ,768 3 , 0 5 0 , 4 4 7 1 0 , 0 3 1 , 2 3 0 
J u d i c i a l S h a r e 1 . 5 3 % 1 . 4 7 % 1 . 3 8 % 1 . 3 0 % 1 . 3 9 % 
Supreme Court 16 ,737 ,178 1 5 , 9 3 4 , 8 0 9 1 6 , 0 1 7 , 6 9 8 1 8 , 3 9 7 , 5 1 0 2 4 , 7 8 7 , 3 1 0 
Superior Court 13,8 38 ,899 14,096, 389 1 3 , 4 4 7 , 1 5 9 14 ,164 ,107 1 5 , 2 0 6 , 5 2 0 
Family Court 1 1 , 0 0 6 , 3 1 6 1 1 , 6 1 6 , 0 9 9 1 1 , 8 8 5 , 4 4 8 1 2 , 4 6 3 , 6 6 8 13 ,968 ,802 
District Court 6 , 0 4 2 , 9 6 7 6 , 3 6 0 , 1 0 0 6 , 3 7 0 , 7 0 1 6 , 5 2 0 , 2 4 2 7 , 0 8 0 , 6 1 2 
Workers ' Compensation Court 3 , 9 4 0 , 2 6 5 4 , 0 7 2 , 7 4 3 3 , 9 5 6 , 3 7 5 4 , 5 9 2 , 0 7 1 5 ,147 ,792 
Traffic Tribunal 5 , 7 5 6 , 0 8 3 5 , 2 4 7 , 0 1 3 5 , 2 3 1 , 8 6 4 5 , 3 3 4 , 7 8 8 5 ,489 ,630 
Justice Link * 3 , 5 7 5 , 0 9 4 4 , 1 7 3 , 7 7 0 2 , 6 6 1 , 0 7 6 2 , 4 8 4 , 0 2 6 
T o t a l E x p e n d i t u r e s $ 5 7 , 3 2 1 , 7 0 8 $60 , 902 , 247 $61 ,083 ,015 $64 ,133 ,462 $74 ,164 ,692 
Expenditures by Object 
Personnel 4 2 , 5 3 8 , 0 9 4 4 4 , 6 2 6 , 3 3 8 4 9 , 2 0 2 , 9 7 9 5 1 , 1 0 1 , 3 7 8 5 3 , 7 8 2 , 9 2 4 
O t h e r State Operations 7 , 8 1 6 , 9 6 3 9 , 2 5 7 , 9 8 2 7 , 9 5 0 , 7 8 3 7 , 8 7 3 , 4 6 7 11 ,122 ,520 
Assistance, Grants & Benefits 3, 342, 368 3 , 6 7 7 , 7 9 7 3 , 8 7 5 , 4 0 3 4 , 3 1 3 , 7 3 7 4, 597 ,684 
S u b t o t a l : $53 ,697 ,425 $57 ,562 ,117 $ 6 1 , 0 2 9 , 1 6 5 $63 ,288 ,582 $69 ,503 ,128 
O p e r a t i n g E x p e n d i t u r e * 
Capital Improvements * • 53 ,850 8 4 4 , 8 8 0 4 , 6 6 1 , 5 6 4 
T o t a l E x p e n d i t u r e s $ 5 7 , 3 2 1 , 7 0 8 $60 ,902 ,247 $ 6 1 , 0 8 3 , 0 1 5 $64 ,133 ,462 $74 ,164 ,692 
Expenditures by Funds 
General Revenue 4 9 , 8 5 1 , 8 0 5 51 ,779 , 503 53, 381,137 5 5 , 9 2 6 , 8 0 3 6 1 , 2 2 0 , 1 1 9 
Federal Grants 2 , 3 5 9 , 0 7 4 3 ,166 ,041 2 , 7 7 5 , 6 6 6 1 , 9 9 2 , 4 7 4 2 , 8 7 1 , 4 7 9 
Restricted Receipts 4 , 8 1 2 , 8 4 9 5 , 7 1 0 , 4 7 7 4 , 8 6 3 , 9 8 9 5 , 5 4 4 , 4 5 5 6 , 4 2 5 , 5 3 0 
Other 2 9 7 , 9 8 0 2 4 6 , 2 2 6 6 2 , 2 2 6 6 6 9 , 7 3 0 3 , 6 4 7 , 5 6 4 
Total E x p e n d i t u r e s $57 ,321 ,708 $60 ,902 ,247 $61 ,083 ,015 $60 ,581 ,063 $74 ,164 ,692 
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Appendices 
JUDICIAL ROSTER 
SUPREME 
COURT 
Frank J. Williams 
Chief Justice 
Victoria S. Lederberg 
Justice 
John P. Bourcier 
Justice 
Robert G. Flanders, Jr. 
Justice 
Maureen McKenna 
Goldberg 
Justice 
Joseph R. Weisberger 
Chief Justice (Retired) 
Donald F. Shea 
Justice (Retired) 
S U P E R I O R 
Court 
Joseph F. Rodgers, Jr. 
Presiding Justice 
Alice Bridget Gibney 
Associate Justice 
Robert D. Krause 
Associate Justice 
Melanie Wilk Thunberg 
Associate Justice 
Vincent A. Ragosta Gilbert V. Indeglia 
Associate Justice Associate Justice 
John F. Sheehan Stephen P. Nugent 
Associate Justice Associate Justice 
Ronald R. Gagnon Edwin J. Gale 
Associate Justice Associate Justice 
Mark A. Pfeiffer Susan E. McGuirl 
Associate Justice Associate Justice 
Patricia A. Hurst Daniel A. Procaccini 
Associate Justice Associate Justice 
Francis J. Darigan, Jr. William J. McAtee 
Associate Justice Magistrate 
Judith Colenback Savage Joseph A. Keough 
Associate Justice Special Magistrate 
Michael A. Silverstein Patricia L. Harwood 
Associate Justice General Magistrate 
Stephen J. Fortunato, Jr. Susan L. Revens 
Associate Justice Administrator/Magistrate 
Edward C. Clifton 
Associate Justice FAMILY COURT 
Netti C. Vogel Jeremiah S. Jeremiah, Jr. 
Associate Justice Chief Judge 
William A. Dimitri, Jr. Haiganush R. Bedrosian 
Associate Justice Associate Justice 
O. Rogeriee Thompson Pamela M. Macktaz 
Associate Justice Associate Justice 
Raymond E. Shawcross 
Associate Justice 
Michael B. Forte 
Associate Justice 
Kathleen A. Voccola 
Associate Justice 
Paul A. Suttell 
Associate Justice 
Howard I. Lipsey 
Associate Justice 
John A. Mutter 
Associate Justice 
Gilbert T. Rocha 
Associate Justice 
Francis J. Murray, Jr. 
Associate Justice 
Stephen J. Capineri 
Associate Justice 
John J. O'Brien, Jr. 
General Magistrate 
Debra E. DiSegna 
Magistrate 
Everett C. Sammartino 
Magistrate 
George N. DiMuro 
Magistrate 
Jeanne L. Shepard 
Magistrate 
Angela M. Paulhus 
Magistrate 
DISTRICT 
COURT 
Albert E. DeRobbio 
Chief Judge 
Michael A. Higgins 
Administrative Judge 
John J. Cappelli 
Associate Judge 
(Retired August 2001) 
Robert K. Pirraglia 
Associate Judge 
Patricia D. Moore 
Associate Judge 
Stephen P. Erickson 
Associate Judge 
Robert J. Rahill 
Associate Judge 
Walter Gorman 
Associate Judge 
John M. McLoughlin 
Associate Judge 
Frank J. Cenerini 
Associate Judge 
Elaine T. Bucci 
Associate fudge 
Madeline Quirk 
Associate Judge 
Richard A. Gonnella 
Associate Judge 
Jeanne LaFazia 
Associate Judge 
(Assumed office on 
May 9, 2001) 
Joseph P. Ippolito, Jr. 
Magistrate 
Raymond E. Ricci 
Clerk / Magistrate 
WORKERS' 
COMPENSATION 
COURT 
Robert F. Arrigan 
Chief fudge 
John Rotondi, Jr. 
Associate Judge 
Andrew E. McConnell 
Associate Judge 
George E. Healy, Jr. 
Associate Judge 
Debra L. Olsson 
Associate Judge 
Bruce Q. Morin 
Associate Judge 
Janette A. Bertness 
Associate Judge 
Edward P. Sowa 
Associate Judge 
Dianne M. Connor 
Associate Judge 
George T. Salem 
Associate Judge 
T R A F F I C 
T R I B U N A L 
Albert E. DeRobbio 
Chief Judge 
Joseph P. Ippolito, Jr. 
Administrative 
Magistrate 
Majorie R. Yashar 
Associate Judge 
Lillian M. Almeida 
Associate Judge 
Albert R. Ciullo 
Associate Judge 
Edward C. Parker 
Associate Judge 
Aurendina G. Veiga 
Magistrate 
Domenic A. DiSandro III 
Magistrate 
William T. Noonan 
Magistrate 
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State of Rhode Island 
COURT DIRECTORY 
S U P R E M E C O U R T 
Licht Judicial C o m p l e x 
2 5 0 Benefi t Street 
Providence, RI 0 2 9 0 3 
( 4 0 1 ) 2 2 2 - 3 2 7 4 
J o h n H . B a r r e t t e 
State Court Administrator 2 2 2 - 3 2 6 3 
Gail M . V a l u k , E s q u i r e 
Assistant State 
Court Administrator 2 2 2 3 2 6 6 
R o b e r t S i e c z k i e w i c z 
Director of Finance 
Finance and Budget 2 2 2 3 2 6 6 
B r i a n B . B u r n s 
Supreme C o u r t Clerk 
Director o f Bar Admissions 2 2 2 3272 
R o n a l d A. T u t a l o , E s q u i r e 
Administrative Assistant 
to Chief Justice 2 2 2 - 3 0 7 4 
C h r i s t i n e S. J a b o u r , E s q u i r e 
General Counsel 2 2 2 - 3 2 6 6 
J o h n J . G o o d m a n 
Director of Public Information 2 2 2 - 8 6 3 1 
V a c a n t 
Law Librarian 2 2 2 - 8 6 4 5 
M a r t h a F. N e w c o m b , E s q u i r e 
Chief Staff Attorney 2 2 2 - 8 6 7 1 
C a r o l B o u r c i e r F a r g n o l i , E s q u i r e 
Chief Law Clerk 222 -65 36 
S u s a n W. M c C a l m o n t 
Assistant Administrator, Policy 
and Programs 222 8 6 6 6 
P a u l M . P e t i t 
Executive Director , Facilities 
and Operat ions 7 2 2 - 4 0 30 
J . J o s e p h B a x t e r 
Assistant Administrator, Employee Relations 
Interim Director o f Security 2 2 2 - 2 7 0 0 
H o l l y H i t c h c o c k 
Director , Cour t Education, 
M C L E 2 2 ? 8 6 7 o 
L i e u t e n a n t S t e p h e n J . L y n c h 
Interim Director , Warrant Squad 2 2 2 - 2 0 1 8 
J a n i c e B . D u b o i s 
Executive D i r e c t o r / 
Administrator, D o m e s t i c Violence 
Training and Monitor ing Unit 7 8 2 41 54 
J O H N E . F O G A R T Y 
J U D I C I A L A N N E X 
2 4 Weybosset Street 
Providence, RI 0 2 9 0 3 
T r a c y W i l l i a m s 
Executive Director , Rhode Island Judicial 
Technology C e n t e r 2 2 2 - 3 0 0 0 ( e x t . 3 2 1 ) 
D a v i d D. C u r t i n , E s q u i r e 
C h i e f Disciplinary Counsel 2 2 2 - 3 2 7 0 
J U D I C I A L R e c o r d s C E N T E R 
5 Hill Street 
Pawtucket , RI 0 2 8 6 0 
( 4 0 1 ) 7 2 2 - 4 0 3 0 
S t e p h e n G r i m e s 
Direc tor 721 2 6 4 0 
S U P E R I O R C O U R T 
PROVIDENCE COUNTY 
Licht Judicial C o m p l e x 
2 5 0 Benefit Street 
Providence, RI 0 2 9 0 3 
( 4 0 1 ) 2 2 2 - 3 2 5 0 
S u s a n L. R e v e n s , E s q u i r e 
Administrator/Magistrate 222 3250 
J o s e p h V. C o n ley 
Deputy Administrator/Clerk 222 321 5 
H e n r y S. K i n c h , J r . 
Clerk , Providence/ 
Bristol County 222 3 2 3 0 
M i c h a e l C . K e l l e h e r 
General Chief Clerk 2 2 2 - 3 2 3 0 
H e n r y G. V i v i e r 
Jury Commiss ioner 222 3 2 4 5 
J o h n O ' H a r a 
Associate Jury Commiss ioner 
E v e l y n A . K e e n e 
Assistant Administrator, 
Management and Finance 
222 $248 
2 2 2 - 3 2 1 5 
R o n n i e L . W i l l i a m s o n 
Project Coordinator, 
Calendar Services 222 3602 
D e n n i s I. R e v e n s 
Administrator 4 5 8 - 3 4 0 3 
R o b e r t J . J o h n s o n 
Security and Program 
Manager 222 3292 
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K a t h l e e n A. M a h e r M c K e n d a l l 
Administrator, 
Arbitration Program 2 2 2 - 6 1 4 7 
KENT COUNTY 
Leighton Judicial Complex 
222 Quaker Lane 
Warwick, RI 0 2 8 8 6 
( 4 0 1 ) 8 2 2 - 1 3 1 1 
J a n e M . A n t h o n y 
Clerk 8 2 2 - 1 3 1 
E u g e n e J . M c M a h o n 
Deputy Administrator/Clerk 8 2 2 - 0 4 0 0 
J e a n H e d e n 
Manager, Calendar Services 
(out counties) 8 2 2 - 0 7 8 5 
WASHINGTON COUNTY 
McGrath Judicial Complex 
4 8 0 0 Tower Hill Road 
Wakefield, RI 0 2 8 7 9 
C o u r t l a n d R. C h a p m a n , J r . 
Clerk 7 8 2 - 4 1 2 1 
NEWPORT COUNTY 
Murray Judicial Complex 
45 Washington Square 
Newport , RI 0 2 8 4 0 
C h a r l e s H e n r y H o l l i s 
Clerk 8 4 1 - 8 3 3 0 
F A M I L Y C O U R T 
PROVIDENCE COUNTY 
Garrahy Judicial Complex 
1 Dorrance Plaza 
Providence, RI 0 2 9 0 3 
( 4 0 1 ) 4 5 8 - 5 3 0 0 
B u d d y C r o f t 
Director 4 5 8 - 3 2 0 3 
F. Charles Haigh, Jr. 
Administrator/Clerk 4 5 8 3 2 0 3 
David Tassoni, Esquire 
Executive Assistant 4 5 8 3141 
D a v i d H e d e n 
Executive Director, 
Juvenile Services 4 5 8 3 2 5 0 
W i l l i a m B u r g e s s 
Deputy Administrator/Clerk, 
Child Support 4 5 8 3 1 0 0 
L o u i s C a i r o n e 
Supervisory Accountant 4 5 8 3 1 0 0 
C l o t i l d e E d w a r d s 
Executive Director/Administrator 
Domest ic Relations 4 5 8 3 2 0 0 
E l a i n e W o o d 
Principal Supervisory Clerk, 
Juvenile 4 5 8 3 2 9 0 
F r a n c i s P i c k e t t , J r . , E s q u i r e 
Director, CASA/GAL 4 5 8 - 3 3 3 0 
KENT COUNTY 
Leighton Judicial Complex 
222 Quaker Lane 
Warwick, RI 0 2 8 8 6 
W i l l i a m L a f e r r i e r e 
Principal Supervisory Clerk 8 2 2 - 1 6 0 0 
NEWPORT COUNTY 
Murray Judicial Complex 
45 Washington Square 
Newport , RI 0 2 8 4 0 
J o h n M a r t i n o 
Principal Supervisory Clerk 8 4 1 - 8 3 4 0 
WASHINGTON COUNTY 
McGrath Judicial Complex 
4 8 0 0 T o w e r Hill Road 
Wakefield, RI 0 2 8 7 9 
D e n i s e D u p r e 
Principal Supervisory Clerk 7 8 2 - 4 1 1 1 
D I S T R I C T C O U R T 
SIXTH DIVISION 
PROVIDENCE/BRISTOL COUNTY 
Garrahy Judicial Complex 
1 Dorrance Plaza 
Providence, RI 0 2 9 0 3 
( 4 0 1 ) 4 5 8 - 5 4 0 0 
J o s e p h P. I p p o l i t o , J r . 
Magistrate/Administrator/CI 
J e r o m e S m i t h 
?rk 4 5 8 - 5 2 1 1 
Chief Clerk 4 5 8 - 5 2 1 9 
P a t r i c i a I . D a n k i e v i t c h 
Assistant Administrator, 
Finance Management 4 5 8 - 5 2 1 4 
J o a n M . G o d f r e y 
Assistant Administrator, 
Finance Management 4 5 8 - 5 2 1 2 
A l i c e A l b u q u e r q u e 
Sixth Division Administrative Clerk 
Office Services 4 5 8 - 3 1 4 4 
C y n t h i a C . C l e g g 
First Division 
Supervisory Clerk 4 5 8 - 3 1 5 6 
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SECOND DIVISION 
NEWPORT COUNTY 
Murray Judicial C o m p l e x 
4 5 Washington Square 
Newpor t , RI 0 2 8 4 0 
S u s a n M . C a l d a r o n e 
Deputy Clerk I 8 4 1 - 8 3 5 0 
THIRD DIVISION 
KENT COUNTY 
Leighton Judicial C o m p l e x 
222 Quaker Lane 
Warwick , RI 0 2 8 8 6 
M e l v i n J . E n r i g h t 
Supervisory Clerk 8 2 2 - 1 7 7 1 
FOURTH DIVISION 
WASHINGTON COUNTY 
McGrath Judicial Complex 
4 8 0 0 Tower Hill Road 
Wakefield, RI 0 2 8 7 9 
R o s e M a r y T. C a n t l e y 
Deputy Clerk I 7 8 2 - 4 1 3 1 
W O R K E R S ' C O M P E N S A T I O N 
C O U R T 
Garrahy Judicial Complex 
1 Dorrance Plaza 
Providence, RI 0 2 9 0 3 
( 4 0 1 ) 4 5 8 - 5 0 0 0 
D e n n i s R e v e n s 
Administrator 4 5 8 - 3 4 0 3 
J o h n S a b a t i n i 
Deputy Administrator 4 5 8 - 5 1 3 2 
A r l e n e E. M a l o n e y 
Associate Deputy Administrator 
Systems 4 5 8 - 3 4 2 2 
M a u r e e n H . A v e n o 
Administrator, 
Medical Advisory Board 4 5 8 - 3 4 6 1 
P a t r i c i a C r e a m e r 
Principal Assistant Administrator 4 5 8 - 3 4 2 1 
D e n n i s R . C o o n e y 
Senior Assistant Administrator 4 5 8 - 3 4 1 8 
E d w a r d J . M c G o v e r n 
Senior Assistant Administrator 4 5 8 - 3 4 1 9 
T R A F F I C T R I B U N A L 
345 Harris Avenue 
Providence, RI 0 2 9 0 9 - 1 0 8 2 
( 4 0 1 ) 2 2 2 - 8 0 0 0 
K e v i n S p i n a 
Administrative Assistant to 
Magistrate 2 2 2 - 3 0 2 7 
L e o S k e n y o n 
Clerk 2 2 2 - 2 6 3 6 
J . R y d e r K e n n e y , E s q u i r e 
Assistant Legal Counsel 222-1 170 
T D D / T T Y 
N U M B E R S 
Licht Judicial Complex ( 4 0 1 ) 2 2 2 - 3 2 6 9 
Garrahy Judicial Complex ( 4 0 1 ) 4 5 8 - 5 2 7 5 
Leighton Judicial Complex ( 4 0 1 ) 8 2 2 - 1 6 0 7 
McGrath Judicial Complex ( 4 0 1 ) 7 8 2 - 4 1 3 9 
Murray Judicial Complex ( 4 0 1 ) 8 4 1 - 8 3 3 1 
Traffic Tribunal ( 4 0 1 ) 2 2 2 -15 6 6 
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